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Country. ** 
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„ER one that has 
Well read the Pamphlet of 
Chriſtian Liberty aſ- 
ſerted, &c. immediate- 
h perceived that it was 
Below Dr. Waterland's 
Motice; that as the argumentative part 
of it was little more than Repetition, 
and had been fully anſwered in the Do- 
For's former Books, inſtead of being a 
diſtinct Reply to his laſt ; ſo the bitter 
Railing and Reproaches interſperſed 
throughout, might be ſafely truſted with 

A 2 every 


00 


; 3 ao — 4 r 
* 


Sn IS 
* 


iv The PREFACE. 


every intelligent and candid Reader, as 


incapable of hurting any one beſides the 
Man who uſed them. Some Reply how- 


ever was judged not altogether needleſs ; 


as the Pampblet might fall into the 


Hands of ſuch, who are not ſufficiently 


verſed in the Controverſy to diſcover, how 


impertinent and trite a Performance it 
is; and chiefly, becauſe fome Men never 
nb themſelves anſwered, if permitted 
1 have the laſt Cord; and are apt 70 

75 that their Arguments are invinci- 
ble, if not confted as often as they are 
idle enough Sg revive them. Tis upon 
this Account that I have drawn up the 
following Sheets; not pretending to make 
any new Diſcoveries in them, or to 
bring any freſh Support to the Catholick 
Cauſe, which at this time of Day really 
wants none; but referring the Er 
chiefly to the ee and unanſwered 


 Labours already publiſhed pon this Sub- 


jet, and particularly to that Set of 
Works 2 often guoted, which ought to 
be in N a 's Hands, who may be led 


by 


The PREFACE. v 
by Curioſity, or engaged in Duty, 10 
make this Controverſy a Part of his Stu- 
dies. If theſe be read with Impartia- 
lity and Attention, they muſt of Conſe- 
quence be read with great Improvement 
and Advantage; and the Reverend Au- 
thor will need no farther Vindication 
from this Writer's Calumnies; and 
therefore I have been very little ſollici- 
tous upon this Head; as well knowing that 
the Reputation here attacked, is as inca® 
pable of being advanced by my Praiſes, 
as of being ſullied by this Defamer's In- 
vectives, or leſſened by his Cenſure. 

I have ſometimes ſuppsed myſelf in 

' the Arian Hypotheſis, and a Friend in 
 » Pariicular ib the Country Clergyman; 
and then to be asked the Reaſon by ſome 
Stranger, why he treats Dr. Waterland 
in ſo boiſterous and brutiſo a Manner, 
as even the greateſt Provocations would 
hardly excuſe, and nothing but the mo} in- 
veterate Spite and Malice could ſuggeſt. 
To give a plain Narrative of the Con- 
troverſy between them, would by 110 means 
A 3 be 


vj The PREFACE. 
be accepted as a ſatisfactory Anſwer. I 
could inform the Enquirer, that ſome 
Years ago the Country Clergyman had 
fallen in with Dr. Clarke's Motions of 
the Trinity; that upon this, Dr. Wa- 
terland was prevailed upon to ſend him 
Jome Queries, 20 put him upon defend- 
ing his new otions, if they were defenſi- 
ble; or, if he found Fs not Jo, to for- 
ſake them for his old; that the Doctor 

propoſed to carry un this Conference in a 
fand and private manner, but was 
forced into publick Controverſy by the 
Clergyman himſelf, who . bis 
Leave or Notice committed the Queries 
withan Anſwer to them to the Preſs ; that 
thither at length the Doctor determin- 
ed to follow him; and, in the Fudgment 
of moſt Men, managed the Debate with 
great Learning, and uſed his Opponent 
with great Tenderneſs; that the Clergy- 
man ſoon found that he had engaged in 
an _ to which he was by no means 
equal, and was therefore bhived to call 


77 = AlſiJtance of the two great Cham- 
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The PREFACE. vij 
pions of the Cauſe, one of which at laſt took 
the Debate into his own Hands; that tho” 


the Doctor was thus forced to engage with 


odds of Number, and in the dark, yet his, 


Adverſaries had no reaſon to ſay that he 
loft his Temper, or tranſgreſſed the Rules 
of Decency in writing ; that ini all Con- 
zroverfies ſevere Things are ſaid on both 
Sides, the Nature of the Debate, or 
Truth it ſelf ſometimes requiring it; 
ard that in this, if the Doctor ſome- 


times expreſſed himſelf ſhar ply > tbr . 4 


his I ndignation at what he thought weak 
Arguments Cr un fair Quotations, the 
ether Party had no reaſon to reſent, be- 
cauſe they themſelves uſed the ſame Li- 
berties. T beg the Reader to remember, 
that I am here ſuppoſing myſelf an A- 
rian; and ſuppoſing too at the fame 
time, that I had ſome Degree of Impar- 
tiality left (which it muſt be owned is a 
pretty hard Suppoſition) I fee not but 
that I might give much ſuch an Account 


as this to an Enquirer. 
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3 then I fear he would be apt to 
draw a Concluſion, by no means favoura- 
ble to my Friend the Country Clergy- 
man. He would ſuſpef? that he had 


been inſtrumental to his own Defeat, by 


forcing into the Field of Controverſy a 


Gentleman, ſo much ſuperior to himſelf in 
the Abilities and Qualifications which it 
requires; and who had ſo eſfectually 
baffled both him and his Aſſiſtants, that 
the Rancour and Bitterneſs of his pre- 


lent Manner of Writing were (as is u- 


ſual in ſuch Caſes) only the Effects of his 


Rage, Reſentment and Deſpair. 


Let me nom, in my proper Characler, 
venture to affirm, that this Concluſion is 
juſt; or at leaſt to deſire our Author to 
furniſh us with a better Reaſon for his 
Conduf?. Had Dr. Waterland failed 
in his Attempt, yet it Was 2 kindly u- 
tended, that à grateful Mind I” 


upon that Account have abſtained from 


ell inſolent Language and perſonal A. 
buſe; 
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buſe. But had he failed, he had not 
met with this Uſage : Tis his Succeſs 
that creates Envy, and tis Envy and 
the like black Paſſions that have opened 
our Author's Mouth againſt him, in the | 
loweſt and vileſt Terms of Scurrility 

and Reproach. | 


But his Calumnies and Invectives are 
not confined to the modern Defenders of 
the Orthodox Faith; the Fathers of the 
fourth Century particularly are treated 
by him with as little Ceremony and Re- 
ſpect. He is not content to charge them 


with introducing ſuch Corruptions as be 
calls impious, antichriſtian, diabolical; 
but he erects a Tribunal over their Con- 


ſciences, and definitively pronounces (p. 3.) 


that theſe Corruptions were wilful. Thus 
again, p. 48, 49. they are a Parcel of 
falſe Witnefles, - - - - - engaged to ſup- 
port Innovations made in the Faith, 
Sc. Upon theſe Accounts, as well as 


for the deteſted Cauſe which he promotes, 


1 make no Apolog y, and offer no Excuſe 
| for 


3 


4 The PREFACE. 
for any harſh E xpreſſions that may be 


dropt concerning him in the following 
Pages. He has loſt all Title to Reſpe@; 


and tis a Piece of fuſtice which we owe 


to the fair Writer and the modeft Man, 


zo treat ſuch as are of a quite contrary 


Character with C ontempt or Aohor- 


Fence. 


It is a Maxim of Apoſtolical Autho- 
rity, that evil Men and Seducers ſhall 


wax worſe and worſe, deceiving and 
being deceived *. The learned Prelate 


' who confuted the late blaſphemous Diſ- 


courſes upon the Miracles of our bleſſed 
Saviour, has ſhewn by hat Steps and 
Gradations the wretched Author of them 


arrived at that Pitch of Prophaneneſs ®, 


And it 1s not merely to throw an Odium 
upon this Writer, if I mention him as 
another I. nſeance i in which that Apoſtoli- 
cal Maxim is ſadly verified. If we 
compare his firſs Performance in the 


Cauſe 


2 2 Tim. iii 13. b See the Preface to the firſt Vol. of 
Biſhop Sma/%r oke's Vindication of the Miracles of onr Led Sa- 


viour. 


* 


The PREFACE. xj 
Cauſe of Arianiſm with his laſt, there is 
fo vi/ible an Alteration for the worſe, that 
one do hardly ſuppoſe them to be writ- 
ten by the ſame Hand. His Poſitions 
then were leſs ſhocking, his Aſſertions 
not ſo bold and impious, but above all bis 
Manner was far leſs execrable and un- 
righteous. © I boever opppoſes him 
now ( to return him his own Words) 

= nuff expe nothing but Rage and Rude- 
” nels”, Miſreport, Miſrepreſentation, 
* Calumny, and Slander, rum through 

I need not add almoſt) every Page. 

This as to his Manner; then as to his 

Hereſy 2:/elf, he has ſure now carried 

it as far as he will attempt to carry it, 

and as far as he can defire. The Charge 

of making Chriſt a Creature was not long 
fince highly reſented, but he is now made 

a Creature with a Witneſs; - - - a li- 

mited Creature lite one of us, confined 
20 the Dimenſions of a human Body; and 
yet even this Body is repreſented as ca- 
pable of adding increaſe of Glory and 

Happineſs 20 the Som of God. 
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But not to make this Preface 700 ds 7 
proportionate to the Piece to which it be- 
longs, I ſhall, only lay before the Reader 
' fame general Obſervations on our Au- 
zhor's Performance; which though he 
may perhaps meet with again ſeparate- 
ly, yet it will not be improper to throw 
together in this Place, that he may thus 
get fome Idea of the Man and his Ma- 


nagement at one LView: As 


. He "If given up the preſent De- 
fliom, concerning the Importance of the 
Doctrine, in the firſt Page, and wan- 
ders into the other concerning its Tru 


which is wide and for eign 10 the H 2 
toe. 


2. He calls fer Proofs of he Truth 
of the Do&rine, in a Book not intended 
10 prove the Truth, but the Importance 
chiefly, or ſolely; whereas, had his De- 
ſign been to diſpute the Truth, he ſhould 
have made his Pamphlet an An wer 10 

Dr. 
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The PREFACE. xij 
Dy. Waterland's ſeveral Defenſes, @- 
juſt and complete Anſwer, if poſſible. 


3. In his conteſting the Truth of the 
Doctrine, he drops the main Part of all, 
the defenſive Part, never replying to the 
many and ſolid Proofs given from Scrip- 
ture and Antiquity, to ſbew that God 
the Son is uncreated, neceſſarily-exiſt- 
ing, eternal, one God with the Fa- 
ther; not another God, but having 
the ſame common Dominion, and 
entitled to the ſame common Adora- 
tion. Thoſe Proofs are left in their 
full Force as before, unconfidered, un- 
examined, untouched; and the Author 
pretends only to object, or to bring Coun- 
ter-proofs, /uch as they are. 


4. In producing his Counter-proofs, 
he has only revived and repeated ftale 
Things, before confuted by Biſhop Bull 
and Dr. Waterland. Whoſe Solutions 
were never yet particularly replied to; 
neither has this M, riter taken notice of 


them Y 


xiv The PREFACE. 
them: Which is a ſhrewd Preſumption 
that he has nothing to rejoin. 


5. To theſe ſeveral Articles of diſin- 
genuous Dealing, be has adde this o- 
tber, that he has, for the moſt part, 
miſrepreſented not only the Antients, 
but Moderns alſo, ſuch as Biſhop Pearſon 
and Biſhop Bull; but more particularly 
Dr. Waterland, almcſt every where, 

as often as he mentions him. 


6. To many groſs Miſrepreſentations, 
be has further added Scurrilities in great 
Variety, without any juſt Provocation, 


fo far as appears. 
As to myſelf, I have heen fo little defi- 


rous toenlarge the Catalogue or aggravate 
the Nature of his unjuſs and abuſive 
Paſſages, that 1 have ſcarce perhaps 
pointed out what may be judged ſufficient 
zo juſtify my own Charges. But more 
than one of his late Productions may yet 


be come at, which will witneſs for me j 
171 


ay 
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and I was unwilling to tranſcribe what 
= uſt be offenſroe to moſt Readers, and a- 
* oreeable to none but ſuch as have a very 
* corrupt Taſte, or a moſt unchriſtian 
= Temper. Mei ther havs T very likely, ex- 
© p9/d all bis unfair Dealing with re- 
gard to antient Authorities; becauſe I 
= did not think it worth my while to ex- 
= amine all his Quotations : But I think 
I may ſay, that I have given ſuch a Spe- 
cimen, as is enough to make any Man, 
= who is not willing to be deceived, cau- 
” ious how he truſts him upon his bare 
= Word. 


T2 
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ANIMA D- 


ANIMADVERSIONS 


Upon a late Pamphlet, entituled, 


Chriſtian Liberty aſſerted, &c. 


HE Author whom I have un- 

D . 
derxtaken to remark upon, gives 
TA his Pamphlet the Title of CHri- 
ian Liberty aſſerted, and the 
Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity 
vindicated; whereas the Liberty 
aſſerted in his Book is as far from being Chri- 
ian, as his Doetrine of the Trinity is from 
being Scriptural. However, tho' his Title 
Page be thus juſtly exceptionable, He ſhews 
himſelf not a little wiſer than ordinary, in not 
calling his Book an Anſwer to Dr. Waterland's 
Importance, &c. Indeed it is nothing leſs; and 
if this Attack be all that the Party is able to 
= make againſt it, we may juſtly eſteem it n- 
| ſwerable. The Point which the Doclor was 
to prove (and which He ſolidly has proved ) 
was the [mportance of the Doctrine of the Holy 
B Trimty, 


21 


Trinity. What now has our Author ſaid a- 
gainſt this? Why, He entirely gives up the 


Point in the very firſt Page; The Do- 
farine of the Trinity, ſays He, as reveal'd and 
declar'd in Scripture, is an important Defrine. 
One would think then that the Controverſy 
ſhould be determin'd, and all the reſt that ſol- 
lows in our Author ſhould be wholly imperti- 
nent, and wide of the Queſtion, Well, but 
Dr. Waterland's Doctrine (as he affects to call 
it, tho' he owns himſelf in p. 3, that it begun to 
be promoted in the fourth Century, and has been 
propagated ever fince ) is à groſs, * irreligious, 
anticbriſtian Error, is Tritheiſm, and Hereſy. 
Theſe are very hard Words, and contain a very 
high Charge; and will therefore reflect not a 
little Diſgrace upon this Writer, if he ſhould 
fail in making it good. And if he thought 
himſelf able to do ſo, and was diſpos'd to enter 
again into the Queſtion concerning the Truth 
of the received Doctrine of the Trinity, why 
did he not write a full and juſt Anſwer to the 
Doctor's former learned and valuable Labours? 
Particularly his fecond Defence, Sermons, and 
farther Defence: Whereas he has only revived 
the old exploded Objections, concealing all a- 
long from his Readers the repeated Anſwers 
made by the Docfor, and others, to them. 

Dr. /Yaterland's Book therefore, of the 
Importance of the Doctrine of the Trinity, has 
gain'd its End: The FEpiſcopians, or indifter- 
ent, are equally condemn'd on both Sides, __ 
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dhe Doctrine on all hands allow'd to be im- 


portant. Indeed, on any other Suppoſition, 
how can our Author juſtify the Conduct of his 
Party, who have peſter'd the World with a 
long Debate concerning a Point, which, after 
all, is of very little or no Importance? The 
Importance therefore of the Doctrine muſt be 
admitted: And now we are to return to the 
Queſtion concerning its Truth, where the Ad- 
verſaries had been abundantly baffled before, 
and made to retreat to the Queſtion about 
Importance. So are they driven backwards 
and forwards, reel and /tagger, and are at their 
Wits End here, juſt as they are between Wor- 
ſhip, and no Worſhip, of Chriſt and the Holy 
Spirit. How our Author has managed the 
Argument concerning the Truth of the Do- 
ctrine, (tho' foreign to his Purpoſe) will, I 
truſt, appear in the Courſe of theſe Obſerva- 
tions. 

His three or four firſt Pages are written in 
ſuch a Spirit, that were I really of his Opinion, 
I ſhould not be able to defend or approve his 
manner of ſupporting it. He complains of 
the Doctor's as an Þ extravagant ill natur d 
Book, void of all Moderation, Decency, and even 
Modeſiy. But the Reader will compare, and 
judge for himſelf; and he will ſee that this was 
only a Pretence, to excuſe or palliate his own 
abuſive way -of writing. It ſeems to be the 
Fate of Arianiſin, that it cannot be ſup- 
ported by fair and reputable Methods. Our 


B 2 Author 
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Author might have ſpar'd the Reflection, that 
the received Doctrine of the Trinity has been 
propagated by. © Popiſh Violence and Perſecution; 
becauſe the. ſame bad Practices were us'd to 
propagate a Doctrine directly contrary to it, 
(wich which this Writer is well acquainted) 
before Popery was in Being d. And if one 
may judge from the Temper of ſome Men's 
Writings, the Pen would not be the only Wea- 
pon they would draw againſt their Adverſaries, 
if the Law allow'd them to make uſe of others. 
Dr. Waterland then perhaps might reſemble 
Athanaſius in more Reſpects than one, and 
not only write, but ſuffer for the Orthodox 
| Cauſe. But let us quit this Subject for one 
it more entertaining : For tho' this Writer's Spi- 
rit and Temper be unchriſtian enough to make 
a good Man ſorry for him, yet his Arguments, 
I am perſuaded, will have a quite contrary 
Effect, and go near to make him ſmile, 

He would have us believe, p. 4. that Dr. 
; Waterland does not at all under tand what is a 
fundamental Doctrine of Religion, To make 
us amends, however, he undertakes to tell us, 
1 In natural Religion, ſays he, there is no 
1 * fundamental Doctrine or Article, but which 
« is clearly evident and demonſtrable by Rea- 
e fn“ Therefore, in natural Religion there 
« is but e fundamental Article.” But why 
[ ſo, Sir? Is there but one Article in natural Re- 
fit ligion | 
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ligion, which is clearly evident and demonftra- 
ble by Reaſon? Yes, ſays he, © the Belief of 
« the Exiſtence of God” (which is one Article) 
« and his providential Government of the 
« World,” (which is another) © and worſhip- 
ping him under the Expectation of a Judg- 
« ment to come,” (which is a third) © is the 
« Sum and Subſtance of natural Religion.” And 


1 


therefore in natural Religion there is but one 


fundamental Article. Q. E. D. 

With regard to reveal'd Religion he is a 
little more liberal, and g. 4. allows two funda- 
mental Articles; © thus declared, ſays he, by 
« our Saviour himlſelf;” This 1s Life eternal, 
that they may know. thee (the Father) the only 
true God, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent. 
[John xvii. 3.] But need we then believe no- 
thing elſe, and are no Articles but theſe #9 
neceſſary? Yes, ſays our Author, in theſe all 
others are included. © In the M:/jon of Chriſt, 
and his being Mediator, is contain'd and in- 
e cluded not only the Belief of his Death, Re- 
« ſurreetion, and Aſcenſion, — but alſo --- 
* the Miſian of the Holy Ghoſt, and Belief in 
« him.” e Tam afraid then, he muſt enlarge 
his Catalogue of Fundamentals; or elſe allow 
ſome Articles to be neceſſary which are, in no 
Senſe, fundamental, And indeed this ſeems to 
be his Sentiment, that no Article, however 
neceſſary, however important, can be a Funda- 
menta!, unleſs it be, as I may fay, a prime Ve- 
rity, a firſt Principle. No Article that is a 

B 3 Deduction 
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Scripture: And what then? Why, not to in- 


[6] 


Deduction from, nothing that is contain'd and 
included in another, can be fundamental. So 
that this w/e Byz/der, as far as I can ſee, allows 
nothing to be fundamental, nothing to belong 
to the dation, but the very 3 
I aſk hs Pardon if I miſtake his Sentiment, and 
my Reader's if I leave it to confute -cfelf * 
However, we will grant him that every funda- 
mental Doctrine muſt be clearly expreſs'd in 


fiſt upon our Saviour Commiſſion to his Diſ- 
ciples to bartige all Nations in the Name of the 
Father, 6 id of the Sen, and of the Holy Gheſt, 3 
(Mar. xxviii. 19.) quored by our Author how 3 
ſelf; © St. Paul, ſays he, (Epbe/. 1v. 4, 5,6 ) 
* fully expreſſeth the Chriſtian Doctrine Of the 
Trinity in theſe Words; viz. One Spirit, cne 
& Lord, one God and Father of all, a is abr oo 
&* Ale. So that here again, © in Conſequence and 
Conſiſtency with himſelf, 'He muſt acknow- 
ledge the Chriſtian Doctrine of the Trinity 
(whatever that is) to be a neceſſary, an imper- 
tant, a fundamental Doctrine. What bis Do- : 


* 


cc 


&rine of the Trinity is, and what he would P 
inſinuate by writing the Words, abcwe all, in * 
different Characters, this is not the Place to ex- 5 
amine. | | * 
I ſuppoſe it a much clearer Notion of Furcomentals, to 4 
x underttand them, NOT as Pribesbler;. from whence Deductions SH 
= may be drawn of 72 b ig TratEs ; but in regard of that 2 
immedlate Rei pect vw chich Cy have to Men's Salvation 2 
Biſhop Stilling fleets Grounds of Pretcant Religion. p. 50 75 
S 5 5 + 


1.39 | 


There is nothing but Embaraſſment and 
Confuſion in this Writer's Account of Funda- 
mentals: Let us look for a better elſewhere. 
— — «© There f is no giving an exact Catalogue 
of important, or fundamental Doctrines, 
tho' 'tis certain, © that ſome are of greater Im- 
e portance than others. And this Impor- 
tance may be eſtimared, either by the Con- 
„ nexion which any Doctrine” has © with 
* Chriſtian Practice, or Worſhip, or with the 
« whole Oeconomy of Man's Salvation by 
+ © Chriſt; or by its being plainly, frequently, 
or ſtrongly inculcated in holy Scripture.” 
. 1 Now Dr. J aterland has prov'd, in three di- 
ſtinct Chapters, that the received Doctrine of 
the Trinity is ſufficiently clear, and alſo practi- 
cal, and © ſufficiently inſited upon ſikewiſe in 
* Scripture, to be deem'd an Article of prime 
Importance.“ All which our Author had 
the Prudence to leave juſt as he found them. 
In Pages 5, 6. our Author ſeems to think, 
that Dr. Waterland cannot reconcile the Paſ- 
ſages of Scripture | viz. ahn xvii. 3. 1 Cor. 
viii. 6. Epheſ. iv. 4, 5, 6. 1 Tim. ii. 5.] here 
quoted by him, with his Principles, Yes, he 
can; and, upon the Authority ot the Fathers, 
can even prove his Doctrine of the Trinit 
= from thoſe very Places. The Reader will fa- 
tisfy himſelf of this, by conſulting, amongſt 
others, the Books referr'd to in the 8 Margin. 


Gy £5 

1 8 
F * 9 
22 2 1 


5 7 

A Importance 8, 9 
4 2 — N * l . * 3 
3 2 Firit Defenſe p. 8. 9. 10, Sc. Second Defenſe p. 50, &c. 
i Sermons 2. 48, $3, Sc. Farther Defenſe p. 14, 15, 16, Ec. 
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Whether he has * miſrepreſented” Pr. J//atcr- 


lands“ Notion” or no, in the 6th Page, I am 


{ure he has very arievouſly in the next; where 
he pretends the Doctor makes the Originateneſiof 
the Son, and Unoriginateneſs of the Father, to be fo 
precarious, and mutable, and fortuitous, © that 
e the Son might have been Self-originated and 
the Father ; and the Father might have been 
Begotten and the Son, had it been ſo agreed be- 
tween them; and that alſo, by the ſame Agree- 
« ment, the Holy Gho/t might have been either 
« the Father or he Son, or both by Turns, as 
now he 1s neither ; ad {o, continues he, the 
«© whole Oeconomy and Order of the Chri- 
s ſtian Religion might have been inverted.” 
He is at the ſame Work again, Page 36, 38, 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


39, &c. and has added a long Note at the end 


of his Book, to the ſame Purpoſe ; where he 
quotes ( very much, one would think, to his 


own Confuſion) the Doctor's Words, viz. 


« h That the Priority of Order (that is, the 
- Originateneſs of the one, and Unoriginate- 
** neſs of the _ is“ ( What? Fortuitous, 
Precaricus, mutable ? no, but) © natural, that 
«238, neceſſary or unaiter able, and eternally ſo. 
What then can be the Reaſon of all this Cla- 
mour and Complaint? Why truly, becauſe 
the Doclor will not give a Reaſon, a priori, 
why it cou/d not have been otherwiſe. And 
will any Man of a found Mind, or common 
Modeſty, 


The Reader may alſo ſee Dr. Trafp's Doctrine of the Trinity 
d. 116, Tc. Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity vindicated 
2. 9, 14, 28, 37. 

2 Farther Defenſe, p. 38. 
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Modeſty, attempt it? Is it not evidently wa- 
ding out of our Depth, and going much far- 
ther than our Ideas can attend us? The Fact 
we know, it is reveal d; © ſo it is written, 
« and ſo we believe. The Father is Father, 
« and the Son is Son.“ Bur if any Man aſk 
why it is ſo, he deſerves only to be reminded, 
that ſome Perſons may ast more Queſtions than 
wifer Men can anſwer. 

The Author, all along, ſeems to be artfully 
blending the Natural Priority of Order and 
Oeconomical together; tho' the Doctor had be- 
fore defir'd, that they might be kept diſtinct k. 
The former is neceſſary and unalterable; the 
Father never could have been the Son, nor the 
don the Father. But “ as to the Son's act- 
ing a Miuiſterial Part, that indeed is purel 
« Oeconomical; and there was no 1mpoſſibility 
in the Nature of the Thing, but the Father 
* himſelf might have done the ſame : But it 
was more congruous, that he who is Firſt in 
* Order, ſhould be Vit in Office too *: And 
* had it been otherwiſe, it would have been 

© anverting 


A 


cc 


i Second Defenſe p. 177. * Thid. 

* Agreeable to theſe are the Words of Biſhop Pearſon: Up- 
* on this Pre-eminence (of the Father) as I conceive, may ſafe- 
ly be grounded the Congruity of the divine Miſſion. We 
often read that Chriſt was ſent; from whence he bears the 
Name of an Apaſtle himſelf, as well as thoſe whom he there- 
fore nam'd fo; becauſe as the Father ſent him, ſo ſent he them : 
The Holy Ghoſt is alſo ſaid to be ſent, ſometimes by the Fa- 
ther, ſometimes by the Son: But we never read that the Fa- 
ther was ſent at all, there being an Authority in that Name, 
which tem, inconſftent with this Miſſion.” On the Creed 
p. 30. Thus do the Biſhop and Dr. Vaterland entirely agree; 


«c 


$ tollowing herein both Fathers and Schoolmen, 


OS 
© inverting the Order of the Perſons ; which, 
J think, is Reaſon ſufhcient againſt it l. 
And will our Author ſay, it is not? Thoſe 
Men who contend ſo much, that the Reaſons 
and Fitneſſes of Things are a Law to the Su- 
preme Being himſelf, will they ſay that Suita- 
bleneſs, Fitneſs, Congrutty, is not a ſuffictent 
Reajon in this Caſe? Will nothing content 
them but a Phy/ica! Impoſſibility ? Which when 
we ſpeak of, with regard to God, who will 
preſume to ſay what he can, or what he cannot 
do? What can limit his Power, (I ſpeak of 
phyſical Power) but abſolute ContradiQtion ? 
And for my Part, I am able ro ſee no Contra- 
diction in ſuppoſing that the Father nit, (as 
to any Impoſſibility in the Nature of the 
Thing) have acted a different Part in the my- 
ſterious Work of Man's Redemption. How- 
ever, tho' the Father might have done fo if 
he had pleaſed, yer he did not think it ſo ſui- 
table, ſo fit, ſo proper, ſo congruous ; and there- 
fore, in this View, there was what we may call 
a moral Impoſſibility. For, as Mr. Norris well 
ſpeaks, © need any Thing be more impoſſible, 
* than what an infinitely wiſe Being does not 
« think t to do? And may not ſuch a perfect 
« Agent be very well ſaid, not to be able to 
* do whatever he cannot do in Wiſdom m ? ” 
The Father, as ſuch, has ſomething of Pre-emi- 
nence and Authority, (not Dominion and 


Power, in the Ari ian Senſe, ) ſo that it would 
ſeem 


I Thid. . . 
= Sermon on Chriſt's Satisfaction. Vol. 4. p. 79. 


Lr] 
feem abſurd for him to be ſaid to be ſent, &c. 
either of the Son whom he begot, or the Holy 
1914 who proceedeth from him n. 

I don't deſign to purſue this Writer Page by 
Page; I have more regard to my own Time, 
and the Reader's Patience. But the next, 
Page 8, is ſo very wonderful and extraordina- 
ry (1 I ſhall give it no worſe Words) that it 
BE muſt not paſs without Animadverſion. Here's 
an Engliſh Convocation arianiz'd at once: The 
2 whole Synod, The moſt eminent and learn- 
ed Body of the Clergy,” determine“ in Fa- 
| 2 vour” of a Doctrine directly contradictory to 
their own ſolemn and repeated Subſcriptions! 
But methinks this Affair might have been 
dropped for Dr. Clarke's Sake: And if our 
Author forces us to revive the Memory of 
Z ſome Things that will not redound to his Ho- 
F nour, he alone is to anſwer for it. In the 
| Year 1714, the Lower-Houſe of Convocation 
F 3 3 to the Biſhops a Complaint of Dr. 
| 


: Clarke's Book, The Biſhops, in their Anſwer, 
8 © hi ghly approve the Zeal of the Lower- 


3 A Houſt, declare their Concern for the 
. e great Scandal given to plous and ſober- 
t minded Chriſtians, by ſome Books lately 
0 00 


0 = © publiſh'd by Dr. Clarke, and their Appre- 

Z © henſion of the M. [chiefs and dangerous Con- 
3 ſequences that may enſue thereupon.” They 
d Þ * think the Lower-Houſe had juſt Reaſon for 
** ſuch their Complaint.” And they pro- 


- mi 


1 * See Prar/on quoted in the ſecond Defenſe, p. 183. or &.. 
8 Augu/flin apud Bull. Defen. F. N. p. 277, 288. 
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miſe to © take into their Conſideration what is 
e proper to do on this Occaſion.” So far, 
one would think, is no © Determination ” (ei- 
ce ther © tacitꝰ or expreſs) “ in Favor of the 
« Scripture-DoGrine of the Trinity, aſſerted 
ce by Dr. Clarke.” But what follow'd ? While 
this was in Agitation, the Doclor was prevail d 
upon (Mr. Whiſion ſays the prevailing Argu- 
ment was, /ave thy ſelf and us o) to draw up 
and deliver to the Biſhops ( what the Gentle- 
man, juſt mention'd, will bear me out in cal- 
ling) a prevaricating Paper p, © concerning the 
« Eternity of the Sen and Holy Spirit.“ Up— 
on this the Biſhops, not willing, perhaps, to 
come to Extremities, thought fit to proceed 
no farther. At the ſame Time the Lower- 
Houſe declar'd themſelves not ſatisfied with 
Dr. Clarke's Paper, as it did © not contain in 


eit any Recantation of the Heretical Aﬀerti- 


« ons, and other offen/ive Paſſages, ” which 
they had complain'd of in their Repreſenta- 
tien. Thus ended, ſays Mr. Whiftcn, this 
ee unhappy Affair. Unhappy to Dr. Clarke's 
* own Conſcience, &c.4" And can any 
Mortal now conclude with our Author, that 
this was a © tacit Determination in Favour 
of the Scripture-Doctrine of the Trinity, 
« afſerted by Dr. Clarke?” Bur © they did not 
gainſay any Part of his Propoſitions ;” they 
did not © alledge, either that he had miſunder- 
** ſtood or miſinterpreted any one of above a 


«© Thouſand 


» h:ijton's Memoirs of Dr. C/arxe, p. 73. p id. 85. 
MI phiſton's Memoirs, 2. 85. 


7 L 16 

„ Thouſand Texts of Scripture, on which his 
<« Propoſitions were founded; or that any one 
b of them was not rightly deduc'd from the 
** <« Scriptures, which he brought to ſupport 
c them.” They did not, indeed, if this Au- 
thor pleaſes, enter any farther into Particulars, 
than was neceſſary to ſupport the ſeveral Ar- 


| ticles contain'd in their Complaint. They 
obſerv'd, © Thar the Offence given by the 
« Books complain'd of,” aroſe © not only from 


particular Parts and Paſſages, but from the 
g general Drift and Deſign of the whole ;” 


which tended to nothing leſs, in their Opt- 
nion, © than to ſubſtitute the Author's private 
D Conceits, and arbitrary Interpretations of 
i X « Scripture, in the Room of thoſe Catholick 
— © Doctrines which the Church profeſſes and 
h maintains, as warranted both by Scripture 
n and Antiquity r.“ 6 

i- If there was a racit Determination in 
h > ©« favour” of any Thing, it was not Dr. 


— > Clarke's Doctrine, but his Perſon. They call 
is his Interpretations of Scripture arbitrary, his 
's = Paſlages offen/ive, his Aſſertions heretical, And 
iy he that would infer from hence, that they ta- 


at citly determined in Favour of his Scripture 
ur Doactrine, muſt Ho it by ſuch Laws of Infe- 
y, XZ rence, as no Logic will countenance, or com- 
ot ** mon Senſe endure. 


| 3 

cy 45 0 In 
2 
fg 


r- See the Extract of Particulars laid before the Biſhops by the 
ea Lower Houſe, in a Pamphlet entituled, A full Account of the 
nd late Proceedings in Convocation relating te Dr. Clarke's Writings 
| aloul the Trinity, Printed in the Year 1714 

85: 
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In the mean Time, the Clergy may perhaps 
learn from hence, how to ſhew Favours and 
Indulgence for the future, when they ſee what 
Uſe is made of them, and what Concluſions are 
drawn from them. There ſeem to be ſome 
ſmall Hopes alive in the Nation, that the Con- 
vocation may ſometime be allow'd to fit and 
act again. If they Huld, it becomes not me 
to ſuggeſt any Thing to my Superiors: But 
they may perhaps think it becomes their Cha- 
racter, and is incumbent upon them to conſi- 
der, that whatever Lenity may be extended to 
the Doubts or Miſtakes of candid and modeſt 
Enquirers, yet abandon'd and flagrant Here- 
ſy, when it grows boiſterous, and bold, and 
inſolent, and outrageous, is not to be con- 
niv'd at. They may perhaps think that the 
Doctrine of the Church, which they have all 
moſt ſolemnly ſubſcrib'd, ſhould nor be pub- 
lickly affronted, and branded with the infa- 
mous and odious Names of Tr:therſmm and 
Sabellianiſm * ; that no Man ſhould be ſuffer'd 
with Impunity to call it a © groſs, irreligious, 
e antichriitian Error; * a fictitious Doctrine,“ 
ea Heathen Syſtem, an unreatonable, impious, 
« antichriſtian Hypotheſis; © an atheiſtical 
« and diabolical Doctrine, and © a monſtrous 
« Syſtem of the worit Hereſies mix'd and con- 
« founded together, deſtructive of all Science 
« and Religion, and neceſſarily ending in 
« Atheiſm *,” They may perhaps think it an 
| Aggra- 


** 


** 


" Pag. 2, 35, 57, 38, 71. 


Ng. 1, 30; 02; 230; 
132, 133+ ; 
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ravation of the Writer's Guilt, that he 


himſelf has ſubſcrib'd, and continues to enjoy 
the Benefit of that Subſcripuon, to the Do- 
&rine of that Church, which he thus re- 
proaches : And that it is a farther Aggravation 
ſtill, that, not content with this, he is for 
turning the Cenſures of the Church upon its 
own orthodox Members, and, in Effect, for 


unchurching the Church itſelf 7, 


cc 


cc 


cc 


# 
. 
© CC 
#” 
oy” 
1 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


“There is in 
this (J cannot but think) ſomething ſo 
preſumptuous, and infamouſly aſſuming in 
a Man, who 1s in his Circumſtances, and who 
is ſo deſervedly, above all others, liable to 
every Cenſure that is due to the Teachers 
of falſe Doctrine, the Deluders of Chriſti- 
ans, and the Promoters of Contention , 
Strife and Divition, as is unparallel'd, and 
even amazing *.“ 

'Tis no Wonder that he who has made this 


Attempt upon © the moſt eminent and learned 


cc 


upon an eminent Prelate. 
vice with them; the Reader may ſee more of 
it in the Memoirs of Dr. Clarke's Life, 


Body of the Clergy,” ſhould make the like 


This is a ſtale De- 


E. very 


Man that they think will be an Honour to 
their Cauſe, they are reſolv'd, per fas & ne- 


fas, to preſs him into it. 
handſomely ex 


This Artifice was 
pos d, ſome Years ago, in the 


Free - Thinker, by Phileleutherus Liſienſis *. 
It was his Deſign too, Totum Orbem Civitate 


. 25, ON: 


Fart IE. p. 515 


danare, to make all the World free of his 


Party ; 
5 Pag. 62. 


® Remazks, 


3 
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Party; though one might ſee, by the very Air 
of his Performance, as well as of our Coun- 
try Clergyman's, chat they were conſcious all 
the World was againſt them. 


Seni noftro fidei nibil babes. 


Dr. Vaterland had argu'd in his Impor- 
fance, &c. that they who believe Chriſt to be 
God, and honour him as ſuch, ought not to 
communicate, and that Guilt 1s contracted by 
communicating, with thoſe, who, by what 
they call :»jerior Worſhip, do manifeſtly Diſ- 
honour and Degrade him * What now does 
our Author reply to this? Does he deny that 
Chriſtians ought to renounce Communion 
with ſuch Men as diſhonour and degrade 
their God and Saviour? That he dares not. 
But he would perſuade us that he and his 
Party, good Men! are guilty of no ſuch Pra- 
Etice. © How do they diſhonour Chriſt, 
« fays he, who honour him with every high 
© Title aſcrib'd to him in Scripture ? Now 
here I would beg Leave to atk this Gentle- 
man, in the firſt Place, how they can be ſaid 
to Honour Chriſt © « with co ery high Title + 
aſcrib'd to him in Scriprure,” whoſe Practice 
notoriouſly it is, to fate from him every high 
Title which they poſſibly can, by any Methods 
of forced and unnatural Conſtruction, how- 
ever © aſcribed to him in Scripture,” and 


| ap- 
* Importance, Sc. p. 38, 42. Pag. 9. 
+ The high Titles aſcrib'd to Chriſt in Scriptare, may be 
{cen in Dr. IWaterlang's Sermons. p. 197,233. 


+ 
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appropriate it to the Perſon of the Father? For 
Example, the high Title of over all, God bleſ- 
ſed, Rom. ix. 5. And that of True God, 1 John 
v. 20. And that of Almighty, Rev. 1. 8. ( not 
to mention ſeveral more) they do endeavour, 
by falſe and perverſe Criticiſm, to take away 
from God the Son, and to appropriate to God 
the Father: Even the bare Title of God they 
cannot allow the Son, without much qualify- 


ing and Reſtriction. They © refuſe him not 
the Title of God, though to be ſure not in Dr. 


"> Waterland's Senſe, of his being the one God of 
Chriſtians , Sc. that is, his being one God 
with the Father. 
* Secondly, Suppoſe they did (as they evi- 
dently do not) give him every high Title 
aſcrib'd to him in Scripture, yet they might 
not be worthy to be communicated with, not- 
withſtanding that. For what are Scripture- 
Titles, and Scripture-Terms, without Scri- 
pture-Ideas? And if at the ſame Time that 
they give our Saviour any high Title aſcribed 
to him in Scripture, they are ſure to explain 
away its Yig (and indeed almoſt any intelligi- 
ble) Meaning, they are as much Hereticks, 
and as much to be refuſed Communion, as in 
the former Caſe. That this is their conſtant 
Way, appeal to any Man converſant in their 
= Writings. 
= Thirdly, How do they honour Chriſt, who 
make him a Creature? Our Author is mighty 
angry at this Charge *; but, like Men in Paſſi- 
; c on 
4 * Page g. » Page 76. 
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Charge he rails at. He is not © one of thoſe 
Creatures which God made by him a. No, 
Sir; no body ever accus'd you of making a 
Creature of him in that Senſe. © Are there 
then other Creatures beſides thofe which were 
* made by the Word?” * Upon your Principles 
we mult give a zew Diviſion of Being, fome- 
what different from the common one. What- 
ever 7s, is either God or the Creatures: Crea- 
tures are either ſuch as were immediately made 
by God himſelf; or mediately, by the Inſttu- 
mentality of other Creatures. Of the former 


Sort we know but of one, vig. that Being 


call'd the Son of God; who was his inferior A- 
gent or Inſtrument in making all other Crea- 
tures, the Holy Spirit not excepted *, But if we 
make the Son a Creature, how contradi- 
Cory is it to charge” us © at the ſame Time 
* with making him another God? It is Con- 
tradiction enough, that's true; but look 
you to that, Contradiction as it is, you 


hold it; and therefore the Inconſiſtency lies 


on, he only hurts himſelf, and proves the very 


not in your Adverſary's Charge, but in your 


own Doctrine, which 1s actually that of a 
Creature- God. In ſhort, our Author makes a 


Creature of the Son with a Witneſs; for it is 


his avowed Principle, that he is mutable and 


paſſible in his higheſt Capacity. He was once 


a God, in ſome low Senſe or other, and then 


he ceaſed to be ſo for a Time, and then be- 
carr 


2 Page 76. 


* Chriſtian Liberty, &c. p. 129. Mr. Vhiſten, in Lord Met. 7 


tinzham's Anſwer, p. 3. aſſerts the ſame. 
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came God again in a higher Senſe than before. 
I Page 73, 74.] And in Pages 63, 64, &c. 
„ de contends all along, that the a4y& or 
x 7 Word is paſſible. If fo, one may the leſs won- 
2 *® der at Dr. Clarke's Reply to a Queſtion, aſk'd 
- = 
8 


him in a private Diſputation at his own 
= Houſe, viz. Whether a true God can be de- 
== /iroyed, or not? To which he anſwered, I 
EZ 4now not b. Fine Divinity this, to come from 
the Mouths of Chri/tian Divines! 


4 Panto rectius hie ——? 
er 


How much better inſtructed were the Hea- 
thens? Nos Deum, nifi ſempiternum, intelligere 
a- qui poſſumus? Says a Philoſopher in Tully e. 


we But our Author's Divine Perſons, like the 
di- divine Perſons in the Poetzcal Theology, are 


ne © obnoxious to Pain and Sufferings, to bleed, 
n- and even to die! I atk Pardon for a Compari- 
ok ſon which will probably ſhock every pio 

ou Reader; but I do it to ſhame ſuch Men as this 
lies Country Clergyman, if they have any Senſe 
our of Shame left. To return; They evidently 
E a 2 make the Son a Creature. This Dr. Waterland 


es 2 bas proved by vine ſeveral Arguments, in his 
t is Supplement to the Caſe of Arian Subſcription d; 
and which remain unanſwered. Whatever hzgh, 


once (that is, mere empty, nominal) Titles there- 


then fore they aſcribe to Chriſt, they certainly 
be- G-2 « dif- 


3 b See a Book entitled an Anſwer to Dr. C/ar#e, and Mr. 
d N.. Whifton, &c. p. 3. © De natura Deorum, Lib. I. 
x © Supplement, (Fc. p. 20. 
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« diſhonour and degrade him.“ And conſe- 
quently the Argument ſtands againſt them in 
tull Force, that they © who believe Chriſt to 


« he God, and honour him as ſuch, ought 


to have no Communion with them. * There 


e is no patching up any laſting or rational 


* Agreement of that Kind, while the Parties 
* cannot unite ſo much as in the Object of 
* divine Worſhip e. 

But we have not yet done with our Author 
upon this Article. Let it be, that they © ho- 
* nour Chriſt with every high Title aſcrib'd to 
« him in Scripture;” yet with what ſort of 
Worſhip do they honour him ? With proper, 
direct, divine Worſhip? No; this Writer 
himſelf contends, | Page 125.] that the Fa- 
ther © only ought to be invocated and wor- 
<« ſhipped in the higheſt, ſtrict and proper Senſe 
* of Prayer and Worſhip; as for the Son, he 
muſt be worſhipped only with ſubordinate, in- 


ferior, or mediatorial Worſhip; and the Holy 


Ghoſt is never to be © invocated in Prayer at 


<« all” The Point of mediatorial Worſhip, 


has been amply diſcuſs'd in Dr. aterland's ſe- 
cond Defence f. It is there evinced, that the 
ancient Senſe of a Mediator is, that he is God- 
Man; conformably to which, medzatortal 
Worſhip would coincide with divine. It 
would be worſhipping Chriſt, becauſe with 


« the 


Importance, Ec. p. 38. See alſo Remarks on Dr. Clarke's 
Expoſition, c. p. 20, Oc. 

t Second Def. p. 371, c. See alſo Firſt Def. Qu. 18. and 
Pref. to the Sermons, p. 44—50. and Remarks on Dr. Clarke's 
Expofition, p. O22, 
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cs the human Nature, he is poſſeſs'd alſo of 
the divine, and is therefore ſtrictly and pro- 
= < perly adorable as well as the Father.” But 
** our Author ſeems to mean nothing like this. 
He only talks of praying to the Father by the 
Mediation of Chriſt, in his Name, and through 
him to God the Father, © to whom he him- 
ſelf alſo prays 8.” So that, as far as I can 
make any diſtinct Senſe of him, we are only 
» to pray to Chriſt to pray for us; or to pray to 
the Father to hear us for his Sake. But now 
0 * they who believe Chriſt to be God, and who 
> honour him as ſuch,” muſt-alſo believe that 


r, # his is d:/honouring and degrading him by inferior 
er XZ Worſhip : And therefore the Argument here a- 
a- "Fegain concludes, that they ought not to commu- 
r. Fnicate with ſuch as are guilty of this Practice. 
ſe 7 Once more, and to have done with the Au- 
he thor upon this Head; as Dr. Waterland has 
u proved that we cannot communicate with 
oly Arians, ſo the Country Clergyman has proved 
at (if he has proved any Thing) that they ought 
p, not to communicate with us. How can the 


ſe⸗ communicate with ſo antichriſtian, blaſphe- 
mous, atheiſtical, diabolical a Party? But that 
they ſhould /#b/cribe allo ſuch diabolical Prin- 
ciples, is monſtrous beyond Expreflion! Dr. 
It Z Waterlond obſerves, that though © both Par- 
ih © ties were to join in the ſame ſolemn Acts of 
the © outward Worſhip,” yet as the Catholick 
tes Side cannot bur © conceive, that thoſe religious 
Acts are on the other Side defiled by an irre- 
urkes C4 « [1g10us 
A 8 Pace 9, 10. 
4 
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* J gious Meaning,” © they cannot, in Con- 
& ſcience, conſent to ſuch known Defilements 

of their ſolemn Service h.“ So again, turn the 

Matter the other way.; if they were honeſt and 
conſcientious Men, they would never offer to 
join in outward Worſhip, by the Help of ſuch | 
evaſive and irreligious ing, as would equally Þ 
bear them out in joining in any other outward BR 
Worſhip, even popiſh or pagan. Papiſts argue thus 


for j0y/2772g in their Worthip, tho' Men do not in- 
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0 il wardly approve it. The Article of Adoration 
Þ « ought not to be an Obſtacle to ir; ſince true 
1 e Adoration is an zmward Act, dependent on 
1 you: And without the Intention of your 
| Mind, and the Motion of your Heart, for all 
5 6 your kneeling Gown, you adore nothing 1,” 
'Þ Byt Arguments ofthis Sort prove nothing, be- 
* cauſe they prove too much; they will ſerve 
| | the Mahometan or the Heathen,- as well as the 
. Arian or Papiſt: And by the fame Arts Men 


may join in High Maſs as well as our Liturgy, 
and ſubſcribe to the Doctrine of Tranſub/tlan- 
tiation, as well as the Article of the Trinity k. 
« So, turn we this Matter which way we 
te will, the Point of Morſſib muſt be a part- 
te ing Point betwixt” us, © while” we © retain” 
4180 our © oppoſite Sentiments, with regard to 
1080 « the ſtrict and proper Divinity of Chriſt 1,” 
WH | That which follows next for ſeveral Pages, 
I ſcarce can tell what to make of. Dr. . diſ- 


| claims 
h Dr. Vaterland's Importance, &c. p. 39, 40. 


i Mr. $7. Epremont's Letter to Monſ. Fu/te/. Works, ſecond i 
Vol. p. 276. | 3 
* Biſhop Srilling. flect's Sufferings of Chriſt. Part II. p. 163. 
' Importance, &c. p. 40. 3 
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“dalaims both Papal Infallibility and rigid Ma- 
ts 2 thematical Certainty, in Matters of Faith; and 
* yer this Writer goes on charging him with 
d both. This is groſs Miſrepreſentation; but in- 
0 deed ſo is his whole Pampblet, and it would be 
* endleſs to mention all the particular Inſtances 
of this Kind. Our Author ſerves any Cauſe, 
and aſſumes any Character, juſt as it ſerves his 
turn; Papiſt now, and now Sceptick. He 
talks [p.11, &c.] as if there was no Medium 
between Infallibility and univerſal Doubt and 
ue ©» Uncertainty; much after the fame Rate that 


on the Papiſis do. © There is no reaſonable Me- 
ur dium,” ſays a great Man of that Communion, 
al! © berwixt Deiſm and the Catholick Religion.” 
ij” W We muſt either ſubmit to this Church, 
de- © or rejeR the Bible as a Fiction.“ There is 
ve no being certain of the Truth of the Chriſtian 
he Religion, or any of its particular Doctrines, 
en Without an infallible Guide and living Inter- 
ry, peter; © No fix d Principles to be found, that 
mm. can ſtop Men in that Torrent of Uncertain- 
k. © ries, which hurries them along.” Thus do 
we both Parties concur to depreſs and cry down 
rt- XZ moral Evidence and moral Certainty, the 
in“ Ground of Proteſtant Religion and Proteſtant 
to Faith: With a View, on one Side, to bring us 
* back to the Boſom of the Catholic Church: on 
es, the other, to deprive our ow? of all juſt Au- 
11 thority and Power, and reduce it to a mere 
ms Babel of Anarchy and Confuſion. There is not 


an Argument urg'd here by our Author, but 


E 4 what 
m Lite of Monſ. de Fenelon, p. 194.—19). 
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what will do as well in the Mouth of the 
wildeſt Sectary. Every Enthuſiaſt may come 
with the Bible in his Hands, and claim a Right, 
* independent of all eccleſiaſtical Power,” of 
teaching Men out of it what he © ſincerely be- 


„ lieves to be the Doctrine and Truth of God's 


«© revealed Will.“ Another has the ſame Plea; 
another, and another; and fo on in infinitum. 
What then, has the Church no Protection, no 
Defence againſt this lewd Legion? And muſt 
they be ſuffered to ſwarm and multiply with- 
out Remedy, and without End? What ſays 
our Author? He intimates ſomething [ þ. 23.] 
that let a Man teach what he will, © as his 
Senſe of Religion or Scripture,” his Hearers, if 
they judge it Erroneous, have Liberty to reject 
it, © and fo it can do them no Harm.” In 
which Argument there might perhaps be ſome 
Senſe, if his Hearers were all capable Judges, 
But how eaſy a Thing is it for Men of Subtilty 
and Science, to impoſe on the illiterate and the 
ſimple? Well, but then they are med; they 
think it Truth, though indeed it is Error; and 
therefore again * ir can do them no real Harm 
at all:“ God requiring us not to be fallible, 
but only /incere. This juſt proves what I ſaid, 
that the Plea will ſerve every Cauſe; and is 
therefore in reality of Service to none. As to 
Sincerity, if they really have, as well as boaſt 
of it, it will be ſa much better for them at 
laſt. We determine nothing concerning their 
future and final State; but confine the Que- 
{ian to the external Peace and Communion of 


* | the 


254 

the Church. And here we ſay, that Men have 
not an uncontroulable Liberty, © by the overt 
Ads of Preacing, Writing, and teaching,” to 
maintain and propagate whatever they will, 
© however ſincerely they may believe it to be the 
Doctrine of God's reveal'd Will. Such a Li- 
berty as this, in defiance of all Kind of Cen- 
EZ ſore, would be deſtructive of the very Being of 
the Church, as a Society. He brings a Com- 
bs. 4 pariſon p. 24. that makes againſt him. *Tis 
exactly the fame in Civil Matters. If T have 


4 
44 
* 


a Right to judge for myſelf, &c. * 
have a Right to /peak and write, &c. Uſe it 
Sir, if you pleaſe; and write as big a Book as 
this, to prove that King George is not true King, 
any more than Ju Chri/t is true God. You 
will find, I believe, (and it is fit you ſhould) 
9 that Civ Liberty has its Bounds; and wh 
then, by your own Way of Reaſoning, ſhould 
Religious be unlimited? 
J As to Civil Penalties and Civil Diſcourage- 
ments, which he mentions p. 24, 25. Dr. Wa- 
= zerland has ſaid nothing about them. He has 
not condemned Civil or Political Toleration, 
= even of Arianiſm, though our Laws do not to- 
= lerateit. The Dc&or only pleads againſt Ec- 
clefiaſtical Toleration, or admitting to Com- 
munion, and to the right Hand of Fellowſhip; 
and might be defended herein (if he wanted 
= ſuch Defence) even by the chief Socinians them- 
ſelves. Even theſe particular Friends of Tole- 
ration, and Moderation, carry their Rigours 
as far as the Doctor does, even againſt Socini- 


ans: 
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ans: For they renounce Communion with as 
many as refuſe to worſhip Chriſt, and declare 
them no Chriſtians. This Dr. Vaterland has ob- 
ſerved, out of the Racovian Catechiſm, in his 


Remarks upon Dr. Clarke's Expoſition, &c. 


P. 22. | 
This Author talks n as if Dr. Waterland 


claimed a Right not to convince, but to puniſh 
thoſe who oppoſe his Doctrine. Dr. Water- 
land has done more than any other Man in 
England to convince this Author himſelf: It is 
all in vain; he not only reſiſts the Truth, but 
treats the Doctor as his Enemy for telling him 

But what then, will he ſay, if Ia ſincere, 
Wh in Error, ſhall I be. puniſhed It ſeems 
to be this Fear of Puniſhment, as he calls it, 
that is of more Weight with our Author than 
any other Conſideration. Thus he talks, 
Page 1, 2. of being © puniſhed as the Law 
„ ſhall think fit,” © and ruined.” To which 
it is ſufficient to anſwer, that Dr. Waterland 
concerns himſelf with no Law but the Goſpel- 


Law, and what that directs in the Affair, con- 


ſider d as a Caſe of Conſcience. Surely upon 
the Foot of private Judgment, Men may 
chuſe whom to receive as Brethren in Chriſt, 
according to the Rules laid down in Scripture. 
This does not always amount to Judicial Cen- 


ferre : For Inferi ia may claim it as their Right, 


as it is alſo their Duty, to reject the Commu- 
nion of Hereticks, of what Station or Emi— 


nence ſoever. Nor need the Hereticks ſo re- 
jected 
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jected be ruined; we know of Inſtances to the 
contrary. However, everlaſting Ruin is the 
dreadful Conſequence of corrupting or ſub- 
verting the Faith, or of partaking in their Sins 
by receiving them. Muſt Conſcience give 
way to Intereſt? Suppoſe the Kſtabliſhment 
were on the Arian Side, and there were but a 
ſingle Man left, and he a Layman, to ſtand 
up for Chriſt; he ought to do 1t; and to re- 
nounce Communion with the reſt, though 
ſure to puniſh none but himſelf by doing it. 
Nothing therefore can be more abſurd, than 
for this Author to make ſuch an Out- cry about 
Puniſhment. Merely renouncing Communion 
with others, is not properly Puniſhment at all. 
Inconveniencies may accidentally ariſe to the 
Perſons ſo rejected; but be theſe as they may, 
the Church 1s certainly the worſt conſtituted 
Society upon Earth, if it may not provide for 
its own Safety, for fear the moſt grievous Of- 
fenders againſt it ſhould ſuffer ſome Inconve- 
niencies. It is a Jeſt in him to talk of being 
bound in Dity to the Church to teach and in- 
ſtruct Men contrary to its own Dectrines o. 
Do Men ever enjoy the Benefits and Privileges 
of a Society, only in order to tranſgreſs, and 
to teach others to tranſgreſs its Rules? If Men 
think the Doctrines of any Church to be ſuch 
antichriſtian, diabolical Doctrines as this Wri- 
ter calls the Doctrines of curs, they ought not to 
pretend to be Teachers in that Church, or the 

ought to be rejected, if they do. And where's the 


Injury 


0 Page 21. 
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Injury done them? Do they loſe any thing 
they were born to; any thing which they have 
any Claim to, upon any other Terms than 
thoſe which they won't comply with? Let 
them take their Fate with other common Mor- 
tals! And if this be but reaſonable, it is no 
matter if Men, concern'd that it ſhould not 
be eſteemed ſo, call it Popery or Perſecution. 
Reaſon and Truth will finally prevail over in- 
vidious Appellations. 

This Writer is wonderfully liberal of his 
Compliments of this Kind. Dr. Waterland 
had argued to this Purpoſe, that Proteſtant 
Churches do not propoſe their Doctrines to be 
received without Examination; that they de- 
termine however beforehand, that Men ought 
to find theſe Doctrines true. The Reaſon is, 
becauſe they carry their Evidence along with 
them; ſo that if Men examine with Care, 
and decide with Impartiality, they cannot 
think otherwiſe. Now this Pretenſe, that 
Men ought upon Examination to find theſe Do- 
Erines true, is, as our Author ſays, Page 14. 
<« the very Pretenſe of the Pop;/b Church.” 
In direct Contradiction to which he affirms, 
Page 16. that the Church of Rome “ fairly 
« and fincerely tells her Members, that they 
& have no Right to examine her Doctrines at 
« all; and therefore will not let them read 
e the Scriptures,” Sc. Bur omitting this, 
his Aſſertion is plainly falſe, and his Sentiment 
abſurd. The different Grounds of Popiſb and 
Proteſtant Faith, may be ſeen in the [mpor- 
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fance, &c. at one View, Page 18 1. And as 
to requiring Men to find that true which is 
true, what is it more than requiring the right 
Conduct of their Underſtandings, and Regu- 
lation of their Wills? But our Author all 
along ſeems to think, that if Men be not in- 
fallible, they can never be certain of the Right 
and Reaſon of the Cauſe. Is he infallible 
himſelf? He will not pretend to it. Is he 
morally certain of any Thing? If he be, 
others may; the Governors of the Church, 


for Inſtance: And if he is not, he muſt be in 
> juſt Conſequence a perfect Sceptick. How 


then (as no Man writes in a more confident 
and dogmatical Manner than himſelf ) will he 
juſtify his own Conduct? He has pronounced 
very confidently and dogmarically againſt the 
Doctrine of all the Proteſtant Churches, ( nay 
of all the Chriſtian World, in a Manner, 
from the fourth Century, at leaſt, by his 
own Confeſſion) that it is Tritheiſin, or 
Sabellianiſm; that it is groſs, irreligious, 
antichriſtian, blaſphemous, atheiſtical, dia- 
bolical. And all this without being morally 
certain of the Right and Reaſon of the Cauſe, 
and without being nfall:ble, We know in- 
deed that he has done it not only without moral 
Certainty, but againſt it, However, by his 
own Account, and in Conſequence of his 
own Argument, he has done it without cer- 
tain round for ſo doing; and therefore is 
el fcondemmed, and guilty of a moſt flamin 

Breach of Chriſtian Charity, Candor, Juſtice 
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and common Honeſty. Raſh Accuſation (and 
all is raſh that has no certain Ground to go 
upon) and of ſuch a kind, is deſperate Ini- 
quity. Perſuaſion alone will not ſutiice : Men 
ought to know what they ſay, and what they 
do. Papiſts are confijtent in their Cenſures, 
on the Foot of their ſuppoſed Infall:bility 
and Proteſtants likewiſe, on the Foot of moral 
Certainty: But ſuch Sceptical Arians as admit 
no Certainty, ought to be exceeding. modeſt 
in their Cenſures, or rather to forbear cen- 
ſuring at all. But his Chriſtian Liberty is 
marvellous. | 
But perhaps, after all, I was too haſty in 
inferring that, upon Suppoſition he himſelf is 
morally certain of any thing, therefore the 
Governors of the Church may be ſo too; for 
he tells us ¶ f. 24.] that though © ſincere Men 
(a Character to be ture that he will lay claim *ro) 
are in no danger of erring in fundamental ** 
« Points, yet © Churches are; have erred, 
Ko ce and do groſsly err,” &c. Now what Para- 
li dox, what Perverſeneſs is this? If Sincerity be 
a Security againſt Error, may not Church- 
Governors ſometimes happen to be ſincere? No, 


they 


* We may however have Leave to ask, whether others will 
allow his Claim to be good? For if this Maxim be certain, 
then as often as Men err fundamentally, we may juſtly infer they 8 < 
are not fncere, in the full Senſe of the Word. And therefore, x 
as it is evident that this Writer does err, grofly and fandamex- 
tally, he is certainly, by his own Rule, not fncere ; as we : 
may infer likewiſe from his miſreporting, miſrepreſenting and WF [ 
romancing fo often, and ſo maliciouſly. To do this when he 4 
knows better, is very ia/ncere and immoral ; and even want f 
due Care and Caution, is want of Sincerity. of 
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they have neither Sincerity, nor Senſe; as he 


decently inſinuates, p. 4. Tis through Want 
of Thinking or Want of Honeſty, through Bigotry 
or Indiſference in Matters of Religion, that Dr. 
Waterland's Hypotheſis, that is, the Catholic 
Doctrine of the Trinity, has not “ long ſince 


a « been univerſally exploded.” If Church-men 


muſt bear ſuch Inſult and Perſecution as this 
without Redreſs, they are to be pitied ; if not 
but I forbear. That Churches have 


err'd, and do err, our own acknowledges in 


her xixth Article; and yet, without the leaſt In- 


cConſiſtency claims, in her next, Authority in 
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Matters of Faith. Men (and Churches are 


compoſed only of Men,)may eaſily err in what 
they define from their own Fancies, but cannot 


err in what they prove from the Word of Gad. 


It the Doctrine of the Trinity can be prov'd 
from this to be both true and important, a bare 


ir poſſibility of erring is no Reaſon why they 
= who oppoſe it ſhould be received to Commu- 


nion. 'The Apoſtles, this Author intimates 


g 0 Pb. 25, 20. infullibly knew that the Hereticks 


whom they “declared excommunicated from 
e the Church of Chriſt, — were all ſuch as 
* deny'd or acted contrary to the expreſs Do- 
ctrine of Chriſt, in Points of the greateſt 
* Importance.” Well, and if the Church 
certainly, though not infallibly, knows this, 
may not ſhe follow the Apoſtles Example in 
rejecting ſuch Hereticks? Yes, our Author ex- 
preily allows this; and to what purpoſe then 
all this idle Talk about want of Infallibility ? 


cc Let 
2 


"TEN. 
Let then ſays he p. 26, 27.. every 
c Church (though not infallible as the A- 
e poſtles were) endeavour to follow their Ex- 
* ample 1n rejecting thoſe only as Hereticks, 
*« from her Favour or Communion, who 
« either by Immorality of Life, or by wicked 
« Error, contradict the plain expreſs Doctrine 
« of the Goſpel.” So far, one would think, we 
are tolerably agreed; bur ſtill he has his Eva- 
fion at hand. He means by /e plain expreſs 
Doctrine of the Goſpel, only the Words and 
Forms of Scripture; p. 28. And if Men do 
but retain theſe, whatever abſurd or heretical 
Meaning they affix to them, they muſt not 
truly be accounted or rejected as Hereticks. 
This ſilly Pretence has been anſwer'd and ex- 
pos d a thouſand Times ?P, May not Men, 
by defining their Terms, and eſtabliſhing a pre- 
vious Hypotheſis, convey any Doctrine in any 
Expreſſions? Is any thing eaſier than to affix a 
novel and hererical Senſe to old and orthodox 
Terms? What a Jeſt is it then to ſay, that 
they who oppoſe them, muſt lay down their 
Doctrine in the Language which they have 

thus 


Lay 


P ©« But if theſe (viz. the Sacred Books) be received as the 
« Rule of our Faith, it is certain it is not the Sound of the 
Morus is fo, but the Senſe of them.” Biſhop Hare's Church- 
Authority vindicated, in a Sermon preach'd at Putney, at 4 
Viſitation, May 5. 1719. Which Sermon, if the Reader con- 
ſults, he will receive full Satisfaction as to an Aﬀertion of our 
Author's, p. 18. viz. © that no Authority of the Church in 


« Matters of Faith, is ever mentioned in Scripture, nor are we 


« ever commanded there to receive the Doctrine of the 
© Church.” See alſo Dr. Water land”s Farther Defenſe, p. 64, 


65, Cc. Remarks on Dr. Clarke's Expoſition, &c. p. 25, 20, * 


Sc. Importance, Oc. p. 86, Ce. 


[ 33] 
thus perverted; and uſe no Propoſitions but 
what the Adverſary has already diſtorted to a 
pernicious Senſe ? If © the Fathers of the 
„Church, in the firſt and pureſt Ages of it,” 
& [p. 28. ] confin'd their Creeds to Scripture- 
= bounds, or to Scripture-terms; it was, I ſup- 
== poſe, becauſe Hereticks had not yet made it 
== neceſſary for them to enlarge them. The 
Council of Nice itſelf at firſt thought of doing 
the ſame. © Bur the Malignity of Ariani/m 
= © was not to be ſo reſtrained. Its Patrons 
could apply the Phraſe to overturn the 
0 * Senſe of Scripture, and knew how to re- 
concile the moſt approv'd Expreſſions with 
the moſt execrable Blaſphemies *” Hence 
aroſe the Neceſſity of making Uſe of © the 
= © Philoſophical Term,” © the Unſcriptural 
„ Word” [ Page 29, 30] ö, or Conſub- 
* /tantial, But the Doctrine and Faith of the 
| Nicene Fathers, may be ſeen in the learned 
Authors here referred tor; and therefore I 
hall only make a Remark or two upon this 
Writer's Account, as I pals along. 
11 He ſeems to lay great Streſs upon a Notion 
of his, of the Son's being /ike the Father ; 
s altogether lite unto the Father,” Page 29. 
Gs D « the 


Dr. Berriman's Hiſtorical Account, &c. p. 174. As to 
the Article of Creeds, and the Neceſſity of enlarging them, 
See the Hiftorical Account, p. 27. & paſſim. Dr. Waterland's 
Sermons, p. 324, &c. Critical Hiſtory of the Athanafian 
Creed, p. 285, Cc. ſecond Edit. Remarks on Dr. Clarke's 
Expoſition, c. p. 33, 34. Importance, &c. p. 210, Cc. 

64, Dr. Waterland's Second Defenſe, p. 10, Sc. Dr. Ber- 


iinan's Hiſt. Acc. 4th Sermon. Dr. Waterland's Firſt Defenſe. 
. 461, Ce. | 
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© the moſt perfect Likeneſs of the Father,” 
Page 31, In all Things like unto the Fa- 
* ther,” Page 33. Which bare Similitude, 
he ſays, Page 29. was all the Council meant 
by the Word Conſubſtantial ; though literally 
taken, he owns it means more. I would not 
argue againſt any Deciſions of the Council; 
but as this Notion of Similitude, in our Au- 
thor's Meaning of the Word, is entirely his 
own, he will give me Leave to try if I can 
make any Senſe of it. They who acknow- 
ledge three Perſons m the divine Nature, may 
properly enough ſay, that one 1s the perfect 
Image or Likeneſs of the other. They have 
each of them the ſame Eſſence, the ſame 
Subſtance, the ſame infinite Perfections. The 
Son in an ineffable manner, 1s begotten of the 
Father, and with his Nature derives from him 
all the Powers and Perfections of the God- 
head. Well therefore may he be ſaid, in this 
ſound Senſe, to be © the moſt perfect Like- 
« neſs of the Father; or, in St. Paul's 
* Words, the Brightneſs of his Glory, and the 
expreſs Image of his Perſon 5. But as nothing 
can ſupport this Senſe of Likeneſs, but a Same- 
neſs of Nature, it is not to be ſure what this 
Author contends for. There is then another 
Senſe of the Word Lzkeneſs, according to which 
every good Man may be ſaid to be /ike God. 
Every virtuous and holy Soul is a Partaker, 
of the Divine Nature t, that is, of a /ike Tem- 
per and reſemblingDiſpoſition. There is no- 

thing 

eb. i. 3. J Pet. i. 4. 


— 


[ 3s ] 


thing in this peculiar to Jeſus Chriſt, and 
therefore the Similitude between Father and 
Son which the Author means, muſt be ſome- 
thing more than this moral Likeneſs will 
amount to. But what can that be? Suppoſe 
the Son a Being /eparate from, and inferior to 
the Father, the only true and ſupreme God, 
as this Writer all along ſuppoſes, and ſay what 
Likeneſs 'other than moral, can be conceiv'd 
berwixt them? The Heathen Poet could ſay 
of their ſupreme God, Nec wviget quicquam 
fimile aut ſecundum u, nothing can be liłe or 
ſecond to an omnipotent God. If Chriſt be 
not ſtrictly and properly omnipotent, omni- 
ſcient, omnipreſent, and infinite in all Perfe- 
ctions, it is inconceivable Nonſenſe to talk of 
his being /tke (© altogether like, like in all 
% Things” ) to a Being that is. There is no 
ſuch Thing as being half almighty, half om- 
niſcient, Sc. or half or almoſt infinite in Per- 
fection. Either therefore allow that the Son 
has all theſe Perfections in common with, 
though derived from the Father, and ſo con- 
ſequently one God with him; or talk no more 
of his being lie him in all Things, where the 
very Nature of the Things themſelves ex- 
cludes all Likeneſs. For, abſtracting from the 
two other Perſons in the Godhead, To Thom 
will ye liken God, or what Likeneſs will ye com- 
pare unto him  ? 
D 2 Again 
u Horat. Car. 1, 12. Dr. Bentley's Sermons, p. 237. Re- 


marks, c. by Phil. Lipſienſis, Part I. p. 53. Dr. Waterland's 
Firſt Defenſe, p. 223 — 24. 


„ Iſaiah xl. 18. 
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Again; he ſays, Page 29. That © the 
Council explained what is meant by the 
Word Conſubſtantial, viz. that the Son was 
* not Conſubſtantial by Diviſion of the Fa- 
ce ther's Subſtance,” Sc. And again, Page 33. 
The Council took Care to diſclaim the lite- 
ral metaphyſical Senſe of the Word, which 
implied a Diviſin of the Subſtance of 
* God,” Now it is, I think, univerſally 
agreed, and he himſelf allows it, Page 36. 
that the Council defined that the Son was of, 
or from, the Subſtance of the Father, Put 
then theſe rwo Things together, that the Son 
was of, or from, a Subſtance which cannot be 
divided, and all Diviſion of which the Coun- 
cil took Care to diſclaim, and what can be the 
Conſequence, but that the Son had the whole 
divine Subſtance communicated to him, and 
ſo, according to the Decree of this Council, 
is one God with the Father? It is in vain 
therefore for this Writer to pretend that the 
Nicene Coumneił favour'd his Doctrine; and he 
has juſt the ſame Right to it, that he has to 
the Engliſh Convocation in 1714. I omit his 
unfair Management and ſtudied Confufion up- 
on this Argument; as if the Word Conſub- 
ſtantial muſt either be underſtood in his Senſe 
of © bare Similitude, or elſe in a Tritheiſtic 
or Sabellian Senſe. There is a middle Senſe, 
which is neither Tri/hei/m, nor Sabellianiſin; 
and yet means more than a © bare Simili- 
5 _” dix. an Equality of Nature. 'Owe- 

5 docs not expreſs the whole Senſe of the 
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[ 37 ] 
Nicene Fathers, though they could not expreſs 
it ſo well without it. And therefore, that it 
might not be interpreted of a Specific Con- 
ſubſtantiality, they added the qualiſying Clau- 
ſes, as it were, of God of God, Light 
of Light, Begotten, &c. and, of the Subſtance 
of the Father : Which they declared over and 
over again, to be without any Diviſion. So 
they ſecured the Equality of Nature, and the 
Unity of the Godhead too. But of this ſee 
Dr. Waterland's Firſt Defenſe, Page 461, Ec. 
Bull, D. F. N. Sect. ii. c. 1. Second Defenſe, 
Page 12. After all then, this is an old Arian 
* Artifice, revived by our Author. But Ca- 
tholicks never talk ſo crudely, as of dividing a 
Subſtance ( which they expreſly teach cannot 
be divided ) into two Perſons, or that the Son 
is a Part of the Subſtance of the Father ; but 
that the wholeDivine Naturewhich is originally 
in che Father, and of none, is derivatively in 
the Son, of, or from the Father. We pretend 
not to have either Words or Ideas adequate to 
this great Subject; but let not tho/e however 
reject it upon this Account, who have nothing 
to offer in its Place, but what is evidently ab- 


D 3 ſurd 


* Cauſabatur impia illa & inquieta Hominum Factio [ viz. 
Arii Sectatores] 77 640zmcy nunc Sabellianiſmo patrocinari; 
nunc, contraria plane ratione, partitionem Divinæ Eſſen- 
tiæ ſtatuere; nunc denique ſubſtantiam aliquam inducere ( proh 
nugze! ) & Patre & Filio priorem, cujus x prove Pater & Filius 
ex æquo participes fierent. Bull. Def. F. Nic. p. 25. What 
the Nicene Fathers meant by that Term, the Biſhop ſhews in 
the next 26 , 


— — 
Ar 


EW: > 


ſurd and contradictious y. The Author would 
have us believe, | Page 29. ] that Athanaſius &, 
and the Seil of "Antioch, under Yovian, 
underſtood the Nicene Fathers to mean by the 

Term Conſubſtantial, © that there was no Si- 
& militude betwixt the Son and thoſe Crea- 


« tures which were made by Him; but that 


© he was altogether like unto the Father only 
«© who begat him.” And can this be of any 
Service to is Cauſe? Nay, does it not over- 
throw it? „ There is no Similitude betwixt 
him and the Creatures.” Very right, there can 
be none, but a moral Likeneſs before-wienthi 

oned. © But he is begotten f or from the 
« Subſtance of the Father, and as to his Sub- 
e ſtance, like unto the Father; ſays the Coun- 


cil under Jovi an. JT hen he muſt have the divine 


Subſtance, which is and can be but one; or 
elſe he cannot be ſaid to be like the Father, 
»s7” Soi, as to his Subſtance. But ſuppoſe this 
Council of Antioch under "tn meant 1t in 


this 


Y How full of Contradiction the Arian Scheme is, may be 
ſeen, in one View, at the End of Mr. Welchman's Examination 
of Dr. Clarke's Scripture- Doctrine, p. 30. 

* He has curtailed Athanagſius's Words, and, thereby, falſi- 
fied his Meaning. Athanaſius never own'd what this Writer 
aims at: His declared Sentiment (. 756.) is, that 6440/974s 
alone does not expreſs the Conſubfantiality, as underſtood in the 
Nicene Creed, but that «x # £oa muſt be added to it, to make 
out the full Senſe. Kay an dns 0.u010THS nv Ty JornowyTO', 
enges, done iets b, eb ber T8 aur, 

600 4 82 5 a us & NavgeT & vadpyen, ws 5 d Tx T (at, 
es 7 Gas. De Synod. Arim. & Seleuc. p. 759. Edit. 
Bened. 

His citing a ſmall hart of this Period, without referring to 
Page or Edition, raifed a Suſpicion of ſome unfair Dealing, and 
now it is bro! ozht to Light. 


[ 39 ] 

this Author's /ow Senſe of Likeneſs, yet may 
not a? Semiarian Synod miſrepreſent the Senſe 
of an orthodox Council, to make it ſeem more 
favourable to their own Sentiments? Well, 
but whatever becomes of the Meaning, our Au- 
thor has ſtill more to offer in Diſparagement 
of the Term, Conſubſtantial. It was rejected 
before the Council of Nice by the Council of 
Antioch, and after it, by a Council of the 
eaſtern and weſtern Church held at Ariminum 
and Seleucia. Yes, the Antiochian Fathers re- 
jected the Term, becauſe Paul of Samoſata, 
whoſe Hereſy they were aſſembled to condemn, 
explain'd it in a wicked and abſurd Senſe 2. 
At the ſame time they held the ſame Doctrine 
with the Nicene Fathers.? In the other Coun- 
cils of Ariminum and Seleucia, (one for the 
weſtern, and the other for the eaſtern Church) 
the incomparably greater Number of Biſhops 
were Catholick, but were impos'd on by fair 
Words and ſpecious Pretences, to drop the 
Term, thinking the Faith might be ſecure 
without it. They ſoon found their own Mi- 
ſtake, and the Fraud of the Adverſary ; they 
aſk'd pardon of their Brethren for the one, 
they loudly complaia'd of the other; © they 
went about every where proteſting by the Body 
of Chriſt, and all that is ſacred in the Church, 
that they ſuſpected no Evil in their Creed; 


D 4 they 


* Bull. Def. F. Nic. Sect. 2. f. 28. Cave's Hiſtoria Literaria, 
Vol. I. p. 155. Berrimas's Hiſtorical Account, p. 241. 

* Berriman's Hiſtorical Account, p. 147, &c. Waterland's 
Firſt Defenſe, p. 465. 


Pr. Waterland's Secord Def. p. 144. and Firſt Def. p. 465. 


L 40 ] 
they thought the Senſe had agreed with the 
Words, and that Men had not meant one 
Thing in their Hearts, and uttered ano- 
ther with. their Lips e, Sc. But tho' this Affair 
has been ſet in a juſt Light a hundred times 
over, and this very Author expos'd for men- 
tioning it *; ſtill he goes on to quote it in De- 
fence of a Cauſe, upon which it can reflect 
nothing but Diſgrace and Infamy. | 
The Conceſſions of ſuch known Friends to 
the Catholick Faith, as Alexander of Alexan- 
dria, Athanaſius, and Hilary of Poitiiers, can- 
not ſurely hurt it. The Fathers perhaps 
might not always expreſs themſelves with per- 
fect Accuracy or ſufficient Caution: Or it 
is an eaſy Thing to quote detach'd and uncon- WW 
nected Sentences out of any Writer, which 
may appear to contradict his avowed Doctrine. 


1 However, in this Caſe, we want not theſe 
ii Apologies ; for, after all, what do theſe Fa- 
i thers ſay? Alexander's Notions are adjuſted in 
. Dr. Waterland's Second Defence, and the whole 
„ Paſſage there given us both in Greek and 


1'Þ Engliſh; in the latter it runs thus © Theſe 

| Inventers of idle Tales (the Arians) pretend, 
* that we, who reject their impious and un- 
i * ſcriptural Blaſphemy againſt Chriſt, as be- 
il ing from nothing, aſſert #4v9 unbegotten Be- 
I * ings: Alledging very ignorantly, that one 


Li 


if cc of 

[ | St. Jerem apud Bingham. Book VI. Chap. 3. Sect. 10. 

HE Where may be ſeen an Account of the whole Tranſaction: Or, 
\ 


| ik in Dr. Waterlands Firſt Def. p. 468. or in the Importance, &c. 
| b. 330. or in Berriman, p. 228, Cc. 
op * Fuſt Defence, p. 469. 
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ce of theſe two we muſt of Neceflity hold; ei- 


« ther that he (Chriſt) is from nothing, or that 
« there muſt be t#4wo unbegotten Beings. Un- 
« thinking Men! Not to confider the great 
« Diſtance there is between the Unbegotten Fa- 
« ther, and the Things created by him out of 
« nothing, (as well rational, as irrational,) 
« hetwixt which two, comes in the inter- 
« mediate only begotten Nature, of God the 
« Word, by whom the Father made all Things 
« out of nothing *”. What Advantage now 
can this Paſſage give our Author, that he 
ſhould triumph ſo much with it, p. 33. and 
again p. 77.? What does Alexander mean 
more by his middle Nature, than the orthodox 
do now by their ſecond Perſon? Who, as they 
contend, is not of h1mfelf, but begotten. A Wri- 
ter who aflerts the Coeternity of the Son, and 
Tnſeparability with the Father, his neceſſary Ex- 
iftence and natural Divinity, can hold no migale 
Nature in our Author's low Senſe of the Word, 
or in any Senſe which the Catholick Side need 
be afraid of © Paſs we on to Athanaſius, who 
F. 35.] is introduced ſaying, that © in the 
* Creation of the World, the Son acted in O- 
e bedience to the Mill and Command t of God 
the Father; and that he, the Son, being the 
Sender of the Holy Ghoſt, was greater than 


* 


Second Defence, p. 48. © Ibid. Firſt Defence, 9. 144. 
Farther Defence, p 123. + F108 

This Notion amongſt the Ancients, was grounded chiefly 
upon two Paſſages in the Pſalms, [ Pfal. 33. 9. 148. 5.] and 


2 firſt Chapter of Geneſis, Dr. Waterland's Sermons, 
"8 


42 
© he.” And what Catholick Writer will not 
ſay the ſame now? Only they will take this 
Obedience of the Son in a ſound, not ſervile 
Senſe; which we muſt undoubtedly exclude 
from the Perſons of the Trinity 8. The Son's . 
fulfilling the Father's Will in this great Work IM 
of Creation, is a good Argument for his being 
ſtrictly and properly God; for who elſe was 
equal to the mighty Taſk, or able to execute El 
ſo high a Charge "? © But he calls the Son 
greater than the Spirit, becauſe he /ent him“. 
Yes, in that Reſpect and Capacity; he is, as 
to Diſpenſation, greater in Office, * But will 
our Author infer from hence a Dz/parity of 
Nature? Let him make it good. Cannot one 

| Perſon be greater than another, unleſs their 
Natures be different? Whatever he may do, 
he can never prove that Athanaſius thought ſo. Wl 
The other Quotations from Alexander and Hi- 
lary only ſhew, that the Father, as Father, 
has the peculiar Prerogative of being of or from 
none; that it would be impious to profeſs the 
Son to be unbegotten, (unoriginate, our Author 
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It; loves to tranſlate it, becauſe there's Ambiguity 
i in the Term) allowing him at the fame time a 
i Beginningleſs Generation, and to be God of God. 
bi To be greater in Point of Origin is one thing, 


to be greater with Regard to Nature and Per- 
| feelions 
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Nihil creatum aut Sereiens in Trinitate credamus. Genra- 
4ius, quoted by our Author, p. 128. Oe o .nw n d dex M 
& Ty Ted). De Greg. Symb. 5 

h Dr. Waterland's Szrmons, p. 73-76. Second Defence, 

p. 144, 180, 335, Sc. | 

® Sermons, p. 191. Second Dei. p. 54. 
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fections quite another i. This the Country 


Clergyman has been often told; but he never 
conſidered it, © and, as it ſeems, never will”. 

I ought here to take notice, that he has here, 
and again p. 5o. changed Hilary's ® Negative 
into an Affirmative, without apprizing his 


Reader in the leaſt of his having done ſo. He 


will ſay perhaps, that the Senſe requires this 
Alteration, Well, let him ſay ſo then; and 
not alter the Text of his Authors withour con- 


deſcending fo much as to intimate the Fact it- 
ſelf, much leſs his Reaſon for it, if he has any. 
But the Senſe is good enough without this E- 
mendation. The Father, ſays Hilary, is, in 
ſome Senſe, greater, becauſe he 1s Father, and 


yet the Son is not inferior, in the main, becauſe 
he is Son. But we are not, I perceive, to ex- 


pect much fair Dealing from theſe /incere Men: 


He 


i Second Defence, p. 172—77. Farther Def. p. 44, 45, Ec. 
Remarks on Dr. C/2rie's Expoſition, c. p. 42, 43. | 
* Hilary's Words are, Non præſtantem quemquam cuiquam ge- 
nere ſubſtantiæ, (Words dropped by our Author) fed ſubjectum alter- 
um alteri nativitate naturz. Patrem in eo majorem eſſe, quod Pater 
eſt, Filium in eo non (left out by our Author, without a Ward of the 
DMatter) minorem eſſe quod Filius eſt : Significationem intereſſe, 
non intereſſe naturam. Which laſt Clauſe, though explanatory of 
the other, he has likewiſe dropp'd : And then begins again with 
Patri ſubjectus eſt ut Autori. To cobich I beg Leave to 
add, Non alter Deus in Genere ſubſtantiæ, ſed unus Deus 
per ſubſtantiæ indifferentis Eſſentiam. In his other Quotation, 
— Reſpuit ergo innaſcibilem Filium prædicari Fides ſancta, 
ut per unum innaſcibilem Deum unum prædicet; He breaks off 
after prædicet; though it would have been un D:ſparagement of 
his Hone/ty, if he had added the next immediate Wards, viz. 
Ut naturam unigenitam, ex innaſcibili genitam Eſſentia, in uno 
innaſcibilis Dei nomine complectatur. I thiught that this man- 
ner of quiting had been ſoa much expoſed and expioced in Wool- 


Kon's Caſe, that every one elje would have been aſhamed of it; 
Hil. de Sync& 1185-.87—89—1190. 
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He has mangled Hilary in other Reſpects, as 


[44]. 


the Reader will ſee, by comparing his Quote- 
tions with thoſe in the Margin. 
* In his fixth Chapter he (Dr. Waterland) 
“ undertakes to ſhew the Judgment of the 
«© Primitive Churches, in relation to the Ne- 
* ceflity of believing the Doctrine of the Tri- 
« nity.” Chriſtian Liberty, &c. p. 41. Dr. 
Waterland ſhews in that Chapter the Judgment 
of the Primitive Churches from three ſeveral 
Topicks; 1. By conſulting the antient Creed; 
2. By obſerving what Doctrines were, con- 
demn'd as impious and heretical; And 3. 
By collecting the Teſtimonies of Fathers de- 
claring their ow or the Churches Sentiments. 
Our Author begins with attacking the firſt To- 
pick, that drawn from the antient Creeds : He 
won't allow that the Doctrine defended by Dr. 
Waterland, is ſo much as imply'd in them “. 
Bur here, as uſual, he maims and miſrepre- 
ſents the Doctor's Argument, and then makes 
himſelf merry with it. In the Creeds we pro- 
« feſs to believe in God the Father, the Son, and 
“% Holy Ghoſt; this is declaring the ſacred three to 
ce he the one God.” Notably prov'd,&c. p. 42. 
Nay, but let the Argument be fairly ſtated. 
The Doctor takes notice that ſeveral learned 
Men have conceived, that the Doctrine of the 
Trinity in the earlieſt Times made up the whole 
of their Creeds; and that Epiſcopius himſelf 
was 


* See the Umportancy, Sc. p- 223—24. See this proved by 
Biſhop Stz/4ng fleet on the Trinity, C5. ix. and Dr. Waterlana's 
Eighth Sermon. 


E -. 


was of opinion, that the antient Baptiſmal 
Creed was no more than this: I believe in God, 
the Father, Son, and Holy-GHHgſt. Here Biſhop 
Bull and the Doctor obſerve, that the Title, 
God, is not to be reſtrained to the Father, but 
belongs, in common, to the Son, and Holy 
Spirit. This is plain in the Latin and Greek 
Forms; credo in deum, patrem, ſllium, & ſpiri- 
tum ſanctum, Thigwo ag E Ard, I Tarien, I yu» 
Y 79 «14 md yg.; which is the ſame, in effect, 
as to ſay, I believe in God, which God is the Fa- 
ther the Son and the Holy Ghoſt ; and was ſo un- 
derſtood by the Antients. When Creeds came 
to be enlarged, the additional and intermediate 
Articles carried the Word Son and Holy Ghoſt ſo 
far from the Title God, that it looked as if it 
were deſigned to be apply d to the Father only; 
contrary to the Intent and Meaning of thoſe 
who compiled thoſe larger Creeds. So that 
Biſhop Bull's Obſervation is perfectly juſt, viz. 
that that great 'Truth, that the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt is one God with the Father, was more 
clearly expreſſed in theſe few Words; 7 believe 
in God, the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghojt, than in the larger ſubſequent Creeds. 
For certainly that ancient Form ſo worded, did 
evidently and unconteſtably carry in it a De- 
claration and Confeſſion, that the three Divine 
Perſons were the one God of Chriſtians. Let 
the Reader turn to the Pages of Dr. Water- 
land's Book above referred to, and compare 
them with what I have ſaid, and I am afraid 
the Laugh will fall upon our Author; ſince 


there 


460 


there is nothing notable but his own Dexteri 
in eluding an Argument which he could not 
a anſwer. But let us hear how St. Paul un- 
« derftands the Words ;» What Words? The 
Words of the ancient Creeds? Be that as it 
will; He ſays, one Spirit one Lord 
« one God and Father of all, wwho is above all. 
Here, not the Hree divine Perſons, but one 
* of the divine Perſons, the Father only is 
« declar'd ro be the one true God of Chri- 
e ſtians; as the ſame Apoſtle ſays in another 
e Place: To vs ( Chriſtians ) there is but one 
* God, even the Father.” The Father, in- 
deed, in theſe Paſſages, is ſtil'd the one God; 5 
but how? In Oppoſition to, and excluſive of A 
the Son and Spirit? Then they muſt not be 
God at all, contrary to all Scripture, and all | 
Antiquity ; ; Which call the Sm, eſpecially, "= 
God in numberleſs Places. But never is He 
“called the one God, either in any ancient 
Creed, or by any ancient Catholic Writer 
« whatſoever 1 Suppoſe this Report to be 
true, what will follow? Only that there are 
ſome high Titles peculiarly belonging to the 
Father, for that very Reaſon, becauſe He is 
Father. If He be called emphatically, emi- 
nently, primarily the one God, it is not be- 
cauſe he is ſo in any higher, or any different 
Senſe of the Word Gd; bur upon other Ac- 
counts, becauſe He is firſt known, wn more 
univerſally acknowledged, or chiefly a 1s 
the Head, Fountain, or Root of the e two 
divine 3 


See Dr. Vaterlaud's Sermons, p. 141. = 
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| [ 47 ) 
divine Perſons; who are therefore tacitly in- 
cluded in him, and referred up to Him; or, 
at leaſt, are not excluded. The Sor is ſtil'd 
the one Lord, yet not excluſive of the Father; 
the Holy Ghoſt is emphatically called he 
Spirit, yet not excluſive either of the Father 
or the Son. From ſuch Texts and Titles as 
theſe, therefore, may be unanſwerably inferr'd, 
2 Diſtinction of Perſons againſt the Sabellians; 
but no Inequality of Nature againſt the Or- 
thodox. But our Author will ſay, if the three 
divine Perſons are implied in the one God, they 
are implied in the one God the Father, Page 
43. Nay, the Term one God, in ſuch Caſes, 
is underſtood of the Father fingly, though not 
excluſively. © We do not mean by the Term 
« Father, both Father and Son, but we con- 
« {ider the Father fingly, abſtracting from the 
« Confideration of God the Son, not exclu- 
ding him from partaking of the ſame God- 
«© head *.“ Theſe Things have often been ſer 
before our Author in the cleareſt and ſtrongeſt 
Light; and are not repeated here with a View 
to convince him, (no body is ſo vain as to 
attempt or hope that) but that the Reader 
may not imagine that there is any Thing new 
or unanſwerable in Cavils and Objections, 
which, in every Shape and Colour they could 
appear in, have been entirely baffled and de- 
feated. His firſt Text [ Epheſ. iv. b.] was ge- 
nerally underſtood by the Ancients of the 
whole 


See Dr. Waterland's Firſt Def. p. 8, 9, 19. Second Def. 
p. 5001. Sermons, p. 123, Ec. 


148 
whole Trinity, (ſo little did they dream of 
his Inference, that the Father only is the one 
God of Chriſtians, ) above all as Father, 
through all by the Word, and u all by the 
Holy Ghoſt. And his Second [ 1 Cor. viii. 6.] 
when fairly expounded, is ſtrong againſt him. 
There is, ſays the Apoſtle, none other God but 
one, Ver. 4. Here he foreſaw an Objection 
might be ſtarred, which therefore he antici- 
partes, Ver. 5. Fer though there be that are 7 
led Gods, whether in Heaven or in Earth, 
there be Gods many, and Lords many, ) char | 18, 
though there be many that are called and ac- 
counted Gods and Lords by the Heathen, or 
elſe, are ſtiled Gods and Lords in Scripture k/ ay 

as Angels in Heaven, and Princes and Nagl. 
ſtrates on Earth; yet, to us there is but one 
God, the Father, of whom are all Things, and 
we in Him; and one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, by 
whom are all Things, and we by Him, If the 
Son is not here to be referred to the one God, 
why did the Apoſtle mention him at all? Up- 
on this Suppoſition is it not as unaccountable 
as if He had ſaid, here is but one God, the Fa- 
ther, and Michael the Archangel? Is the Son 
excluded amongſt the falſe or nominal Gods, 
mention'd in Fer. 5.7 The Gentleman will 
hardly fay ſo; but he will alledge, that the 
Son is contra-diſtinguiſhed from the Father, 
whom the. Apoſtle there ſtiles the cn God. 
And muſt they not neceſſarily be contra- 

di- 
- Vid. Biſterſeldii Myſterium Pietatis contra Crellium, p. 35. 1 
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Linctions are neceſſary, even upon Suppoſition 
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diſtinguiſhed, be pointed out to us by di- 
ſtinct perſonal Characters and Operations , 
if the Plurality of Perſons be revealed at 
all? The Father is here ſtiled the ne God, 
with this farther Characteriſtic Of whom 
are all Things ; the Son is called the one Lord, 
with this Note of Diſtinction, that He is the 
Perſon by whom are all Things. Suppoſe theſe 
perſonal Characters and Diſtinctions had not 
been obſerved here by the Apoſtle, and the 
ſame Method had been almoſt or altogether 
uniformly kept up through the whole Tenor 
and Style of Scripture, and what would have 
been the Conſequence? Why, for want of 
ſuch plain and unconteſtable Marks of per- 
ſonal Diſtinction, the Catholicks muſt have 
been expoſed defenceleſs to the Atracks of 
Sabellians and Unitarians; or perhaps, never 
have dreamt of a Trinity of Perſons in the 
Godhead at all. As therefore ſuch Contradi- 


of the Truth of our Doctrine, it is an odd 
way to make them an Argument backwards 


= 2g4in/ the Truth of that very Doctrine. In 


ſhort, ſo far is this Paſſage from diſſerving the 
Catholic Hypotheſis, that there are two Things 
ſuggeſted in it, which are not to be accounted 
tor upon any other : The Son is here repreſent- 
ed as a Creating, and as an adorable Lord; the 
Author of our Being, and the Object of our 
Worſhip. And if Chriſtianity allows us to 
think thus of any Being, beſides, and diffe- 
rent from the one God; let the Profeſſors of it 
my E ceaſe 
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ceaſe to charge the Heathens with Polytheiſm 
and Idolatry. The Adverſary, no doubt, will ſtill 
wrangle.on with their Prepoſitions, their of, 
and their by, or through; but that Matter has 
been entirely clear'd up to univerſal Satisfacti- 
on *, The Father and the Son, the one God, 
and ene Lord, are no otherwiſe diſtinguiſhed 
than in Perſon, and in the Manner, or Order 
of operating ; not as one, Cauſe from another 
Cauſe : © For as all Things are of one, and 
« by the other, both together are one Cauſe of 
« all Things; their Operations undivided, 
« their Narure, Power, Perfections and Glo- 
« ry one. But whither have this Author's 
Excurſions led me? An Apoſtle muſt be heard 
with Reverence, whenever he ſpeaks; but 
why is St. Paul brought in as a Witneſs, not 
of the Truth, but of the Intent and Meaning 


of the Primvidde Creeds? If the Ancients 


actually did mean by the Forms above-men- 
tioned, to profeſs their Belief in the Sa- 
cred Three, as being the one God, nothing that 
St. Paul has ſaid, can alter the Caſe, or make 
their Meaning different from what it really 
was. But when their Meaning is once fixed 
by proper Evidences, to be altogether contra- 
dictory to what this Gentleman would impoſe 
upon St. Paul, it will afford us a very ſtrong 


Preſumption againſt ſuch Arian Gloſſes upon 
holy Scripture. 


2 With 


Dr. Vaterlana's Second De-. p. 179, 437, 462. Sermons, 


2. 54, Sc. 78, 106, 111. Farther Def. p. 14, Sc. and Places 
there referred to. 
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( 51 ] 
With our Author's Leave then, we will re- 
turn to the Buſineſs of Creeds. The ancient 
Creed of Jeruſalem, preſerv'd by Cyril, is very 
expreſs for the Divinity of the * Son; no 
wonder therefore, that this Writer has ſome- 
thing to offer in Diſparagement of it. If 
« may be queſtioned whether it be older than the 
« fourth Century,” Page 43. He may make a 
Queſtion of any Thing ; but what Ground is 
there to queſtion, that the Creed is not as anci- 
ent as it pretends to be? Would he intimate, 
by twice calling it the Creed of Cyril, that 
Cyril forged it? Cyril found it there, and, 
whilſt he was Catechift, expounded it to the 
Competentes, or Candidates of Baptiſm. © How- 
« ever, there is good Reaſon to think, that 
the Words ( ©:#% ? true God, were 
« inſerted out of the Nicene Creed; becauſe 
they are not to be found in any Creed of 
the three firſt Centuries, though in ſome of 
them Chriſt is ſtiled God,” This, I ſup- 
poſe, is his good Reaſon; but is it not begging 
the Queſtion ? Or elſe arguing very inconclu- 
fively? It he means that the Words are not 


to be found in any other Creed of the three 


firſt Centuries, that may be true; and yet no 
good Reaſon to think, that they were inſerted 
into this out of the Nzcene Creed. Biſhop 
Bull has made the Reverſe appear very proba- 
ble, that the Nicene Fathers took theſe Words 
from the old Jeruſalem Creed l. The Ante- 

E 2 Nicene 


* See the Importance, &c. p. 230. 
' Bull, Fadic. Eccleſ. e. vi. Sect. 5. 
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Nicene Church was not ignorant, that the Ti- 


tle of true God belong'd to Chriſt; beſides, if 


they filed bim God, it is ſufficient, as they 
knew of no Diſtinction between God, and 
true God, before the Arian Controverſy m. 
From the Creed, he comes to St. Qril's own 
Sentiments; and he expreſſes, he ſays, his 
Faith very clearly, that the one God of Chri- 
ſtians was God the Father only, in Contradiſtin- 
tion to the Son. In anſwer to which ſtale 
Pretence he has often been told, that what- 
ever Contradiſtinction there may be, there is no 
Opppoſition to the Son, or excluding him from 
the ſame Godhead. The exc/u/ive Terms con- 
cern not him at all, as He is not another God, 
but reckoned with the Father, and referred up 
to Him. This Matter has been fo well ad- 
juſted, that I have nothing to do but to re- 
fer n. Cyril, he owns, © held the Son to be 
e true God, and conſubſtantial with the Fa- 
« ther; and yet (what is very ſtrange) did 
not infer that He was equal to Him. The 
Reaſon perhaps may be, that He thought the 
Inference ſo plain, that he left his Readers to 
make it. Our Author, however, will not al- 
low, that being conſubſtantial implies any ſuch 
Thing; or that it was underſtood to do ſo by 
the Council of Nice. But it has been ſhewn, 
that they did underſtand it to imply Equality 

2 of 


m Dr. Waterland's Sermons, p. 200—214. 
n Dr. Waterland's Sermons, IV. per tot. Second Def. 


H. 26, 51, 52, 79, 94. 193, 385, 462, 463. Third Def. p. 33 
34. Alexander's Eſſay on Treness, p. 119, 
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of Nature o; which is abundantly ſufficient 
to overthrow the Arian Notion of the Father's 
Supremacy. Our Author's Concluſion 1s truly 
marvelous ; © thus his (Dr. Waterland's) own 
Author, an Atbanaſian too, is © clear and 
e ſtrong againſt his Doctrine of the Trinity.” 
Cyri/'s Sentiment of the Supremacy, may be 
ſeen in the Doctor's Farther Defenſe * ; where 
he holds no Subjection of the Son, but what is 
voluntary and choſen, and no Supremacy of the 
Father, but that of Order and Offce ( not in 
EF Nature) juſt as Dr. Waterland does. So that 
| © he is clear and ſtrong againſt this Gentleman's 
Doctrine of the Trinity; if one may call it 
, EE fo. Ireneus will come under Conſideration 
again, and ſo we may paſs him by in this 
Place: indeed his Principles have been ſhewn 
do be ſo diametrically oppoſite to Arianiſin, in 

= a late excellent E/ay d upon him, that one 
- would think the Advocates for it, ſhould, in 
mere Prudence, give over alledging him. To 
c RE invalidate Jertullian's Evidence, our Author 

= repeats the old Objection, that he was a 
Montanijt, and had learned his Doctrine of 
their Paraclete. He ſhould have anſwered, if 
he were able, what Biſhop Bull, Dr. Berri- 
man, and Mr. Welchman, lately have reply'd 
upon that Head. Tertullian, he ſays, © never 


1 5 
3 
1 


ty pretends or intimates it to have been the 

of © Doctrine of the Catholic Church :” Which 
# ® Firſt Defenſe, p. 461. p Farther Def. þ. 125. 

Jef. 4 Eſſay on Ireneus. By Mr. Alexander. Printed in 1727. 

335 D. Fid. N. Set. ii. c. 7. Sect. 7. Berriman's Hiſt. Acc. 


1% Velchnan, Pref, ad Tertull, contr. Prax. p. 5, Cc. 
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is not true; for he ſays he had ( /emper) al- 
ways believed ſo 5, and was only better in- 
ſtructed, or more confirmed by his new Pa- WR 
raclete, in the ſame Doctrine which He had 
received before. Nay, he owns that the 
* Catholicks charged his new Doctrine with 
Tritbeiſin, Page 47. In which Aſſertion there 
is, I am afraid, little more Truth than in the 
former. Tertullian was not writing againſt 
the Catholics, and ſays nothing of them; He 
ſpake of the Praxean Hereticks, who were 
not Catholics t. Noetians and Sabellians after- 
Wards repeated the ſame Charge of three Gods 
againſt the Catholicks: From whence it is 
clear as the Light, that the. Holy Ghoſt ( as 
well as the Son) was then own'd by the 
Church to be God. He comes next to what 
he calls the famous romantic Creed of Gregory 
of Neoczſarea, which he roundly pronounces 
ſpurious. But here again, he takes no manner 
of Notice of what 1s ges for the genuine- 
eſs of it, by the Authors referr'd to in he 
Importance u, Page 233. If there be ſome 
Romance in the Circumſtances, as to the man- 
ner of Gregory's coming at the Creed, that is 
rather an Argument for, than againſt its being 
his v. Succeeding Writers had a mind to 
mag- 


s Cont. Prax. c. ii. P. 5. Ed. Welch. t Ibid. c. iii. R 
v Biſhop Bull, Fabricius, Dr. Berriman, Mr. Abr. Taylor. 
The Reader may alſo ſee Dr. Waterland's farther Defence, i 
» 120. if 
ft was fabled of Numa's Ancile, that it fell from Heaven; 
no body believes that Circumſtance of the Story, yet no body i 
i queſtions its being 415. | 
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magnify the Matter; and as is uſual in ſuch 
Caſes, affecting the marvelous, overlook'd the 
credible. But why muſt this Story deprive the 
good Father of his Property? We muſt have 
better Evidence before we diſpoſſeſs Him. 
Yer this Writer has nothing to offer but frivo- 
lous Pretences, obviated before by Biſhop 
Bull x. Euſebius and Jerome, it ſeems, do not 
mention it: Qaſi ſcilicet (ſays that great Pre- 
late) Euſebius & Hieronymus omnia veterum 
Patrum Scripta & facta commemoraverint. 
Euſebius, by ſome Means or other, ſays very 
little, in his Hiſtory, of St. Gregory's Prailes ; 
and Jerome follows him, x72 73%; : So that 
their Silence amounts to a very ſlender Argu- 
ment. And as to what our Author ſays of 
the Stile of the Creed, and that © ſome Parts 
of it /avour of being later than the Council 
* of Nice”; it only depends upon his Taſte 
and Skill in Criticiſm; which 1 ſhall by no 
means go about to diſparage, fince he himſelf 
has been ſo good as to prevent any ill Effects 
from this Sort of Reaſoning. For, ſays he, 
„the (S ) Conſublantiality is not men- 
tioned in it ”: And again, Ir contradicts the 
Council of Nice in one Point, Sc. which to 
be ſure, muſt make it very probable that it 
was drawn up after that Council. The Con- 
tradiction he ſpeaks of amounts only to a Dif- 
terence in Words y; which however is a good 


E 4 Pre- 


* D. Fid. Nic. Sect. ii. c. 12. p. 153. Ed. 1703. 


See Dr. Waterland's Second Def. p. 287. Third Def. 
? 23. | 
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Preſumption that this Creed is not later than 
the Council of Nice. He ſeems at laſt to be 
aware that the Creed will {till keep its Ground, 
notwithſtanding his Surmiſes againſt it; and 
therefore he graciouſly gives the Doctor Leave 
to make his beſt of it. Even in this Creed 
* the Holy Gho/? is not ſtil'd God.” But He 
is deſcribed in ſuch expreſs Characters of Di- 
vinity, as no Art can elude. Which is better 
and ſtronger than the mere Title of God 
would have been: For the Arians have ways 
of equivocating with that high Name. 
« However, neither the Conſubſtautiality nor 
te Coeguality of the Son and Spirit with the 
% Father are expreſs d, or imply'd, in ic.“ 
What? Are they not? Let any one read the 
Creed, and believe his own Eyes. And let 
this Man anſwer what the Creed does ſay, and 
then obſerve what the Creed does not ſay. 
Surely it zutimates the three divine Perſons to be 
one God, when it calls them a perfect Trinity, 
undivided, unſeparated in Glory, Eternity and 
Dominion. 

We have now done with the Creeds; and if 
this Writer would ſtand by the Rule which he 
ſays he agrees to, viz. © that they are to be 
« interpreted according to the Mind of the 
© Church, and that the Mind of the Church 
is to be learned chiefly from the Writings 
of the Fathers, the Diſpute would be at 
an End. But inſtead of regarding what the 
Fathers, alledg'd by Dr. Waterland, ſay, he on- 
ly abuſively calls them © a Parcel of falſe and 

| 60 in- 
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« inſufficient Witneſſes,” —— © engag'd to 


“0 ſupport Innovations made in the Faith of 

« the ancient Church”. But letting this pals, 
as the genuine Effect and Expreſſion of his 
Chriſtian Laberty, what has he to offer in Bar 
of their Evidence? They are all, he com- 
plains p. 49. Poſinicene Writers; whereas the 
Doctor, he thinks, ſhould have prov'd his Do- 
crrine from the Catholick Writers of the An- 
tenicene Church. What, muſt the Doctor 
prove every Thing, in every Place? He has 
proved the Truth of his Doctrine from Anti- 
guity, in his ſeveral Defences; which, we muſt 
{till beg leave to ſay, remain unanſwered. He 
had nothing to do here, but to cite the oldeſt 
Interpreters of Creeds, whether Poſtnicene or 
Antenicene. If the Author wants Antenicene 
Fathers, Dr. Waterland has produced them 
even in this (vi) Chapter, to ſhew what they 
thought of the Necęſſity or Importance of Faith 
in the ever bleſſed Trinity, the Argument there 
under Conſideration, But to ſhew how 71- 
competent thele Peſinicene Witneſſes are, our 
Author chuſes to give a Specimen in the famouſ- 
e/t of them, Athanaſius; whom he repreſents 
as ignorant of the Doctrine of the Primitive 
Church, becauſe he demanded of Arius, from 
whom of the Primitive Saints he learned his Do- 
Arine, that the Son ſubjiſted by the Will of the 
Father? He does not tell us, what Primitive 
Saint Arius was pleaſed to mention upon this 
occaſion ; and indeed he could not juſtly name 
one that aſſerted it in his Words and in his 
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Senſe, or that did not contradict and diſclaim 
it, if ſo underſtood as to make the Son's 
real Exiſtence precarious or temporal, They 
might (ſome of them) ſay that the Son was ge- 
nerated by Will; but where do they ſay that 
he fabſiſted (dg) by Will? But this whole 
Matter is fully and clearly ſtated in the Doctor's 
fecend Defence z. He thinks that the Arian 
might very well have aſk' d Athanafius, what 
Primitive Writer taught his Doctrine of the 
Son's deriving his Subſiſtence, not from the 
Will, but from the Nature of the Father? 
Yes, and have been laught at for doing it. 
But they were too wiſe or too conceited to 
hearken to the Antients, and learn Wiſdom 
from them, reſting their Cauſe on /ogical Sub- 
tilties ; as their Followers do now on meta- 
Pbyfical. At the Bottom of his Page he refers 
us, for the concurrent Senſe of Antiquity with 
regard to this Point, to the Notes which are 
added at the End of Novatian, publiſh'd by 
Mr. Fack/en; in reply to which I will only 
give him Mr, Welchman's Words in his Appen- 
dix to the ſame Author. Nihil protulit Fack- 


en, cui a Catbolicis, Bullo preſertim Waterlande- 


gue, jam dudum en fit reſponſum ſatis, ſupergue 
etium, p. 12. And now we have Hilary intro- 
duced and hardly uſed again: Our Author 
chops him up in the middle, ſcarce allowing 
him to give in half his Evidence. What 
thinks he (Dr. Vaterland) of Hilary's Say- 
ing, 
* Qu. viii. See alſo the Third Def. p. 24, 25, Ec. 

a See Pretace to Second Defenſe. 
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« ing, herein, more eſpecially, The Son is not 
« compared: or equalled to the Father, as be- 
ing ſubject to him by a Submiſſion of Obe- 
dience, as being ſent by him, @c.” 
Why doubtleſs, Sir, Dr. Waterland thinks, that, 
as to his Office and Miſſion, the Son is not e- 
qual to the Father. But he thinks at the ſame 
time, that if you would have ſuffered Hilary 
to ſay on, he would have ſaid nothing to your 
purpoſe ; nay, ſomething deſtructive of your 
whole Scheme. This Subjection of Piety, 
(continues that Father) or voluntary Submiſa 
ien, is no Diminution of Eſſence;- nor does 
« his Office argue Inferiority of Nature”. 
What would this Gentleman do with Hilary? 
Neither the Character of the Man, nor the 
Doctrine maintain'd by him, will do him any 
Service. Hilary > endeavour'd to explain 
Arian Forms to a tolerable Senſe, and pur the 
beſt Conſtruction upon bad Words. He was 
too kind in doing it, and was blamed for it; 
though very orthodox all the while. His own 
Sentiments are beſt known from his Book on 
the Trinity, when he was not hampered with 
Forms of other Men *. However, he every 


where 

> See Second Defence, p. 298. alias, 302. 

In eo quicem maxime non comparatur nec gozquatur Fi- 
Iius Patri, cum ſubditus per obedientiæ obſequelam eſt dum 
mittitur, cum accipit, dum in omnibus voluntati ejus, qui ſe 
miſit, oe quitur. Sg far guated by cur Author. The next imme- 
diate Nera, are, Sed pietatis ſubjectio non eſt e rĩrtiæ di- 
minatic, nee religionis oficium degenerem efficit aaturan. Hil. 
de Syncd. 1182. Habens nomen, fed ejus cujus & filius eſt, fit 
patri & oblequio ſutjectus & nomine; ita tamen ut ſabjectio 
r.cmirius proprietatem vaturalis atque indifferentis teſtetur eſ- 
ientiz, 1183. Compare Dr. Waterland': Thing Defence, c. v. p. 125. 
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ſence or Nature in Father and Son, admitting 
only a Subordination of the Son as a Son, which 
Biſhop Bull and Dr. Waterland alſo do. What 
then can this Writer mean by atking, could 
he have produced a Writer, even an Ante- 
« nicene Writer, more ſtrongly denying the 
« Equality both of Nature and Perfections? 
Unfortunate Conceſſion! "The Antenicene Wri- 
ters deny the Equality of Nature and Perfecti- 
ons juſt as Hilary does. Let us here take him 
at his Word, and believe for once that he is in 
the right. He next revives the old Accuſa- 
tion againſt Gregory Ny/jen, viz. that he is a 
Tritheiſt. The Charge is not peculiar to Gre- 
gory, but laid at the Door of ſeveral other Fa- 
thers who liv'd about his Time; and has been 
diſprov'd by no leſs Men than Biſhop Stilling- 
fleet (in his Vindication of the Trinity, ch. vi.) 
and Dr. Wall, in his Infant Baptiſm," ch. v. 2d 
Part. Not to mention others ©, It would not 
therefore have been below our Author to an- 
ſwer what theſe truly learned Writers ſay, ra- 
ther than repeat an old Calumny which has 
been abundantly refuted, without offering any 
Thing new to re-inforce it. He argues next 
(P. 51.) that the Nature and Perfections of the 
Son cannot be either the /ame, or abſolutely 
equal to the Nature and Perfections of the Fa- 
ther, becauſe they are unoriginated in the one, 
and originated in the other. Which poor 


Quibble has been conſidered, with more Re 
gar 


© See Second Defence, 7. 240. 
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where proclaims the Equality and Unity of El. 
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gard than it deſerves, by Dr. . aterland in ſeve- 
ral Places of his Works d. The Unoriginate- 
neſs of the Father (conſider'd as different from 
neceſſary Exiſtence, which equally belongs to 
the Son, or elſe he is a Creature, a Being of 
precarious and contingent Exiſtence ) 1s only a 
Relation of Order, a Mode of exiſting. And 
the ſame Nature, the fame real Powers and 
Perfections are common to both (ſtrange Con- 
ſequences elſe would follow ;) though the Man- 
ner of their Subſiſtence, the Unorig:nateneſs of 


# the one, and Or:g1natenefs of the other, be differ- 
ent. But why do theſe Men, who are always 
© declaiming againſt /cbolaſtick Subtilties and Me- 


taphy/icks, retreat to them themſelves, as their 
only Sanctuary, when they are preſſed? Why 
are Fathers and Scriptures quirted for uncertain 
and fallacious Reaſonings, in Matters uncon- 
teſtably above our Comprehenſion? We ſee 
that © there is the /ame Liſe in Root and Bran- 
ches, the /ame Light in the Sun and its 
Rays, the /ame Virtue in the Center and 
« what proceeds from it. And though no 
% Comparitons are ſufficient to illuſtrate Infi- 
*© nity, and there muſt be a great deal more 
than we are able to conceive; yet there is 
no Principle of Reaſon to contradict this 
Notion, that the ſame Powers, Properties, 
Perfections, may be diverſly conſidered in the 
Fountain from whence they flow, and in 
the Streams to which they deſcend.” The 

Aſper- 


* Anſwer to Whitby, p. 14, Ec. Second Defence, p. 215, 
216, Oc. 393, 394. Third Defence, p. 49. 


140 
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Aſperſions revived and caſt upon Dionyſius of Wl 


Alexandria (p. 52.) have been often wiped off 
by learned Men, and Dionyſius unanſwerably 
cleared © If our Author were but as ortho- 
dox as that Father, he had ſav'd himſelf this 
Trouble. Or could he prove that Dzony/ius 
| Held the Son to be a Creature, we would allow 

that he was guilty of Evajjon; theſe two 


Things have generally gone together. As to Wl 


Novatian, he thinks him a/l bis own: But up- 


on that Suppoſition, he is a Witneſs ſcarce 


worth contending for, becauſe egregiouſly ix- 


conſiſtent with himſelf. He ſpeaks plainly e 
nough to the Point for which Dr. Waterlani 
cited him in the Importance, viz. That the S 
of God, is God, as every Son of Man, is Man. 
If the Reader would ſee his Vindication with 
reſpect to other Articles, he may conſult the 
Doctor's Defences 8. Our Author comes now BY 


to mere Rant, and Rodomantade, and falſe 
Report. Pauperis eſt numerare pecus; 


« The antient Church always, and every 
And “ the Primitive Fathers”, 


« where”, 


all to a Man, were, he would have us believe, 


juſt as he is. As this is mere confident Talk, B 
which has been proved over and over again to 
| be 


e See Second Defence, p. 46. And Authors there referr'd to, = 


#. 346. And Third Defence, p. 118, 119. 
t See Importance, &c: p. 243. 


* Fir Defence, p.137—141. Second Defence, p. 56, 124, : 
245, 227, 294, 497, 502, Third Defence, p. 118. with Re: I 
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be entirely groundleſs h, he muſt not expect 
any farther Anſwer. 
„ Next, Dr. Waterland gives his Reader a 
long Detail of old Herericks,” Sc. (Chri- 
Lian Liberty, &c. p. 56.) © which, had I been 
ain his Caſe, I would not have ſaid one word 
about. Very likely, Sir. But your Rea- 
ſon. © Becauſe the ſcholaſtick Trinitarian 
* Notion is a Compound of all the firſt fix 
« Hereſies, with the Addition of a ſeventh, 
== < worſe than any of them”. Which are we 
here to admire, the Impertinence or the Iniqui- 
ty of this Aſſertion? If he mean by the /chola- 
ud BE ftick Trinitarian Notion, ſomething different 


— E pA 
1 5-37 Bac. 14 
NI 7 


from that maintained by the Church, tis no- 
. ching at all to his purpoſe: He may combat 
th this Phantom as long as he pleaſes. But if this 
be infamous Reflection be caſt on the Catholick 


ww & Doctrine, where is Meodefty? where Decorum? 
lſe What is Abuſe and Inſolence, if this be not? 
— To brand the Doctrine of all the Chriſtian 
ry Churches, in the World, as a Compound of the 


Ss”, fix 
ve, k The ancient Church held the three Perſons to be one Gad. 
Ik, 8 See Dr. Vaterlaxd's Sermons, vilith. p. 299, Sc. Remarks on 


= Clarke's Catech;/m, p. 72, 73. To be jointly Creator of all 
to Things; See Defence, p. 188. Second Defence, p. 334, &c. 
be Vernon,, p. 69, Wc. The Father is eminently or primarily, not 

== ./o/cly or ſeparately, Creator. On account of his being fir/t Per- 

ſon he is emphatically ſtyled Maker, &c. Not excluding the 
I to, eint Operation of the other two. For the © unoriginated Su- 

= premacy of the Father“, See Secend Defence, p. 201, 202, 433, 
439. Third Defence, p. 45. Holy Ghoſt, God. See Sermons, 
p. 191. Importance, p. 319. The objecting three Gods to the 
Church, proves that the Holy Ghoſt was received as God. 
Son and Spirit not accounted Creatures. See Defence, P 197. 
Anſwer to Whitby, p. 33, 34. Second Defence, p- 340, Oc. 
rowne's Animadt erſſons en tor Pieces, p. 43, 45: 
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fox firſt Herefies, with the Addition of a ſeventh, 
worſe than any of them. But he begins, I per- 
ceive, to be heated and open, and to ſhew 
himſelf in his true Colours. He is ſometimes 
angry that his Opinion is called Arianiſin, and 
the Party reputed Arians; but he ſeems to 
have got over that Point here, and fo turns 
downright Advocate for Arius. The pure 
* uncorrupt Antenicene Church” (ſays he) 
* never condemned his Doctrine.“ They never 
condemned Arius till he appeared; bur always 
condemn'd his Doctrine, directly or indi- 
rectly. When his Doctrine had made ſome 
Noiſe and Diſturbance in the World, the 
Council of Nice was aſſembled to condemn it. 
This was the firſt Occaſion they had to do ſo, 
explicitely and formally; and ſhould our Au— 
thor here be ſo ſhrewd as to ſay, that the Ni- 
cene Council was not the Antenicene Church, 
what can he infer from this wiſe Remark? 
They could not condemn his Hereſy before 
they heard of it. He next extends ſome Marks 
of his Favour to the other Hereticks * recited 
by Dr. Waterland. ©* Tritheiſm was too bad 
« for any of them to hold.” But, if we will 
believe him, 1t was not too bad for ſome of the 
Fathers to hold, nor for ſome of the modern 
Trinitarians to hold now. Bur he is perfectly 
regardleſs what, and of whom he ſpeaks; Fa- 
thers of the Church ſhall be Hereticks, and 
Hereticks ſhall be Fathers of the Church; 
vi | 


* Cerinthus, Ebion, Theodotus, Artemon, Beryllus, 4nd 
Paul of Samoſata: See {mporiance, &. 246. 


4 
- 
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Ni intra eft oleam, nil ext eft in nuce duri. 
« The modern ſcholaſtick Trinitarians” 
(lays he) © conſiſt of two Sects, one of which 
ec holds that the Father, Son, and Spirit are 
N the ſame numerical Being or Agent, 
« diftinguiſh'd only modally or naminaliy, by 
« the Appellations of Father, Sen, and Spi- 
it. He has certainly miſtaken the Meaning 
of the Word; this muſt be a Sect not of Trini- 
tarians, but of Unitarians. And where is this 
numerous Set to be found? I have heard of a 
Gentleman who thought .he had found it 
once; and very gravely wrote an Anſwer to 
Mr. Nye, the noted Socinian, taking him all 
the while for the Mouth of the Orthodox. 
It is well if our Author be not under the ſame 
Miſtake ſtill, and ſo takes the Unitarian-Scci- 
nian Brotherhood for a numerous Part of the 
; WE 7rinitarians, The Charge, ſo far as there is 
= any Senſe in it, has been anſwered before i: 
And fo likewiſe has his other Cavil, about the 
Scn's not being ſtiled God ſupreme over all; 
or if it had not, he is fo kind as to anſwer it 
himſelf. For he ſays, Page 57. that it was “the 
* peculiar Character of God the Father; * to aſ- 
ſert the Son to be God Supreme over all, is the 
ſame as to aſſert, that he is 7h? Father, Page 68, 
in Note, And, it is the peculiar Characteri- 
* fiic of his Perſon, who is God cover all, to 
** be the Father,” Page 103. If fo, if the 
Title of Gad Supreme over all, be the pecu/tar 
| F Cha- 
Dr. Vaterland? Anſwer to Whitby, p. 7, 8. 


660 


Cbaracteriſtic of the Perſin of the Father, 


we ſhould refuſe, as much as he can do, to 
apply it to the Son; becauſe we would not 
make them one Perſon, but two Perſons ; al. 
ways keeping their Perſonal Character diſtin, 
But the Truth ſeems to be this *, that God ſu- 
preme over all, was deny'd, or attributed to 
the Son, juſt as it was underſtood: if the De- 
ſign was thereby to make him the ſame Perſon 
with the Father, in the Sabellian Senſe, of to 
ſet him above the Father, or above the Creator 
of the World, as ſome other Hereticks pre- 
rended; it was reckoned impicus and bereticd 
fo to apply it. Otherwiſe, they made no 
Scruple at all in the Caſe; as is evident from 


their underſtanding Rom. ix. 5. of God the 
Son l. 


« Another Se& of the modern Trin:itarian 
what? It comes out at laſt; 


maintains 
— © Tritheiſm, in the higheſt and ſtricteſt 
* Senſe . And now he is going to let his 


is 10 Conviction. The Son's being Son is not, 
cannot be founded on meer voluntary Agre:- 
ment, but is natural; and this natural Sonſbib 


made it proper and congruous that he ſhould 1 


be 


* See Dr. Vaterland's Anſwer to Mith, p. 23, 24. Eſc 
Zia himſelf allowed that Title to God the Son, in a found ans 
good Senſe. See Second Defenſe, p. 152, 153. 

See Dr. Water /arf7's Sermons, p. 221, Ec. 

See a full Anſwer to this Calumny. Fir Defen/e, p. 331, 
332, 333. Sermes IV. How the Ancients anſwered the like 
Charge; fee Fir# Defenſe, p. 386, Sc. 
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Pen run mad again, and to throw a hea p of : 
Calumny upon Dr. Waterland, which he knows 
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( 67 ] 
be ſent and act the minifterial Part m. Which, 
by Agreement and Conſent, he-was graciouſly 
pleaſed to condeſcend to, his Equality in Na- 
ture exempting him from the Neceſficy of ſub- 
mitting to it. This is Dr. Waterland's Do- 
ctrine n; and I will venture to ſay, every 
Man's that is a Criſtian. A Change here at- 
fects the whole Scheme of Salvation, and 
makes a fundamental Alteration in the new 
Covenant; at once depriving Chriſt of his di- 
vine Nature, and the Merit of his Underta- 
kings and Satisfaction for us, and us of our 
Conſolation and Hope in his Blood. Vet this 
Writer wants to have it allowed him, that the 
Father could not, phyſically, be Incarnate, &c. 
upon the Account of the abſolute Perfection, 
or pure Simplicity of the divine Nature: 
Which would be to Ungeod the Son with a 
Witneſs ; and therefore Dr. Waterland will not 
allow it. Hinc illæ Lachryme. Still he goes 
on ( Page 60.) to repeat and multiply Scan- 
Gai, intimating that Dr. Waterland holds the 
Incarnation of the Son to have been not real, 


F 2 but 


= Hæc ſunt ſatis ad divini, de Incarnatione Verbi, Conſilii 
repo Congruentiam. Quam non fic tamen interpretari de- 

mus, tanquam alia Perſona idem præſtare nequiverit : Potuit 
enim, ſi ita fieri placui et, vel Pater Homo fieri, vel Spiritus 
ſandtas. Quod Magiſter ſententiarum docet, in eoque ſuffraga- 
tores habet, cum Scholæ Principe, Theologes omnes. Ve- 
terum quam plurimorum opinio iſta fuit, Patren nullo modo 
Hominem aſſumere potuiſſe, nec ſe oculis aſpectabilem exhibere. 
Contra quam in primo & case de Trinitate diſputavimus: Eft 
enim falſa, neque vero fundamento nititur. Petavii de Incar- 
natiane. Lib. IT. c. 15. Dogm. Th. Tom. IV. 192. 

See Anſeer to Whitby, p. 73. Second Defenſe, p. a28, Cc. 
*bird Def. P. 37, 39, 69, 73, 74, 75. 
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but in Appearance only; © accordingly, in his 


* Appearance,” Well, and what then? The 


ſtance, if one of them (the Second, for In- 


[ 68 ] 


“ Explication of Pil. ii. 7. he (Dr. Water- 
* land) ſays, that Chriſt emptied bimſelf in 


Doctor holds, at the ſame Time, that Chriſt 
aſſumed human Nature in Reality o; veiling, 
as it were, the Glories of his divine Nature, 
of which it was not Polſible for him really to 
diveſt himſelf. Does not this Gentleman 
know, that the Catholic Doctrine is, tha: 


Chriſt was God and Man? Which I am not 


able to fee how he could be, if he emptied WF 
himſelf of his Godhead any otherwiſe than in 
Appearance (tor would not that be ceafing Bl 
really to be God?) when he was made Man in IE 
Reality. However, though he cannot make 
Dr. Waterland deny the Incarnation, he ſets 
himſelf to argue againſt it, in a moſt 

ſumptuous Manner; as if he had clear and 
adequate Ideas, with reference to this great 
Myſtery of Godin His Argument amounts 
to this, that ſince (according to the Ortho- 
dox ) the three Perſons have all the ſame Sub- 


ſtance ) be incarnate, the other two, Father 
and Holy Ghoſt, muſt be ſo likewiſe. Give 
me the Credulity of a Child, ratner than the 
Reajoning Pride of a vain Philoſ opher | What, 
is he certain that Unity of Subſtance infers 
Unity of Peron? Is he certain, that if the 
S::b/tance be one, the Perſons cannot be diſtinct, 
and ſo have diſtinct Things predicated of 

them! 
e Sec Third Defenſe, p. 87, 38. 


[ 69 ] 


them“? Is he certain, who in his former 
Pages talked like a mere Sceptich, as if there 
was no ſuch Thing as being certain of the 
Right and Reaſon of the Caute, even in very 
lain and obvious Matters, without Infalli- 
bility? What new Light has he received fince, 
that he thus takes upon him to decide in the 
abſtruſeſt Points? But it is not his Way to be 
conſiſtent. We have had him before, and we 
ſhall doubtleſs have him again, haranguing 
againſt Metaphyſics , and the like; and yet he 
can condeſcend to produce ſuch as he has, 
= when he thinks he can ſerve a turn by them. 
And indeed this ſeems to be the Chriſtian Li- 
= erty they aim ar, v7z. a Liberty to uſe falſe 
Metaphyfics, and make falſe Interpretations of 
== Scripture, agazr/t the Catholic Faith; debar- 
1 ring, at the ſame Time, the Profeſſors of it, 
from bringing true Metaphyjics and true Inter- 
pretations in its Defence and Support. 

In Page 61, he quarrels with Dr. Waterland 
about little more than an Expre//ien, viz. that 
* the Church was at firſt put under the im- 
** mediate Conduct of the Father r.“ He 
5 would 


p See 1b. p. 21. Browne's Animadverſions, p. 29, &c. Second 
Def. p. 324, 394, 447. Or of the Second Edit. p. 329, 399, 
452.7 

4 See his 56th Page; and in order to ſee how confiſtently this 
Cant comes from the Mouth of an Arian, whoſe whole Scheme 
is ſupported by falſe Metaphyſics, See alſo Dr. Waterland's 
Defenſe, p. 300, 322, 480. Sccend Def. p. 4, 63, 108, 1443 
220, 330, 425, 434, 484, 511, 514, 520. firſt Edit. Impor- 
tance, P. 33, 483. 

" See Importance, p. 65, 66. 

With Reference to what our Author fays of the Doctor's 
hearing St. Paul, he may pleaſe to recollect that the Doctor has 
heard 


[ 70] 
would be glad, he ſays, to know, who firſt 
tut under the Father, &c. It would be 
ce monſtrous to hear or read, that the Church 
& was put under the Father, as if he was ca- 
<« pable of being put into an Office, how high 
« ſoever, who is /upreme over all.“ What 
tragical Airs this Gentleman can give himſelf 
now, at the mention of the Father's being put 
into an Office, when, he knows, ſome Years 
ago the Word Gra, whether in Father or Son, 
was only a Name of Ofice. Well, but who 
put things under the Father, who is ſupreme 
over all? Supreme over all, 1 conceive, is a re- 
lative Title, and could not be predicated even 
of God, when there were no Creatures over 
whom he was ſupreme. When they were 
brought into Being, they were put under him, 
and his Title of Supremacy commenced with 
the Creation. The Jeus afterwards were put 
under him in a peculiar Senſe, when he 
pleaſed to become their King, or to take up- 
on him the Kngly Ofice. Saying that Things 
were put under bim, is not ſaying that another 
Perſon. put bim inte Office: He aſſumed the 
Offce, and put Things under himſelf, When 
God takes any Perſons /pectally under his Pro- 
tection, they are then ſpecially put under him; 
and he aſſumes the Offce of ſpecial Protector. 
The Modeſty with which the Doctor writes 
in that Place particularly, might have ſcreen'd 

bim, 
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hears and explained him, ( giz. 1 Cor. xv. 24, 28.) in 7 
Remerzs on Dr. Clarke's Expafition, &C. f. 41, 42, Ic, Taz . 
Reader may compare Fariter Defenſe, p. 44s 45+ : 


71] 
him, one ſhould think, from the Cenſure of 
this Hvypercritick; and is what he would do 
well to imitate, rather than candemn: Though, 
after all, perhaps that was the very Thing that 
provoked him. | 2 

I have inſenſibly got into the Method which 
I promiſed to avoid, of remarking upon this 
Writer Page by Page. Few of them indeed 
are unexceptionable, (not one, I may venture 
ro ſay, that is wholly his own,) but however 
ſome regard muſt be had to Time and Pa- 
tience. Yet here his Abſurdities come thick 
upon us, and we find him eſpouſing an Opi- 
nion which was formerly reckon'd ſo deteſta- 
ble, that it incurrid the Anathema even of an 
Arian, or Semi- Arian Synod *: wiz. that of 
Sirmium held againſt Phetinus in the Year 351. 
It would be eaſy to prove from the Antients, 
that the & is impaſſible; bur I ſhall only 
here give the Teſtimony of Or:gen, which is 
full and expreſs to the purpoſe; and refer the 
Reader to Authors where he may ſee the Suf- 
frages of other Fathers. Bur if the immor- 
« tal God the Word, aſſuming a mortal Body 
and a human Soul, ſeems to Celſus to be 
* changed and transformed; let him learn 


that the Word, remaining the Word in Sub- 


e fance, ſuffered nothing which the Body and 


cc 
F 4 Soul 
Si quis enicum Filium Dei cruciũxum audiens, Dealitatem 
e corruptionem vel pafigilitatem aut demutationem vel de- 


minutionem vel interfectlonem fulinuife dicat: Anathema fir. 
Hi.. ce Synsd. 1180. | 

: For n Account of this Si-niss Council, fee Dr. Waterland's 
$2::74 Def, p 296, Ec. 
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properly divine. 


tae). 
* Soul ſuffered” :. But our Author chiefly de- 


pends upon Jrenæus, taking no notice, more ſuo, 


that others have vindicated him from the Im- 


putation of holding any ſuch Opinion v. The 


Hereſy, he ſays, with which IJrencus every 


where Charges Cerinthus is —— © denying the 
(os) Weord, or Chriſt, to be paſſible,” Then 
Trenaus muſt be charged with the ſame Hereſy 
himſelf; for his certain Doctrine is, that the 
. Hos as ſuch, was 7-þaſjtble v. And, it was the 
conſtant Doctrine ot all Chriſtian Antiquity, 
as the contrary was both Blaſphemy and Hereſy. 
His Attempt to make Cerintbus's Hereſy the 
very Image (as he ipeaks) of Dr. Waterland's, 


is ridiculous v. Dr. Vaterland does not ſup- 


poſe the Man Jeſus to be a diſtinct Perſon from 
the Word; but the Man (the human Soul and 


Body ) 


EI . 45 onus 91179! 4; Lvgv dr3geriva dvaratur A 
varTG ics Aby ©, ond To Khao N x; Us TTL £0" 
Kavgu mw 0710 AY © Th t9ig wirawv Aby Cr, #Jtv wiv manut 
7 * ed 1 O H i 1 Jul. Contr. Celſ. p. 170. Ed. Cant. 
See allo Ignat. Epi. ad Pol. Edit. Ox. per Smith, p. 8. and 
compare Dr. Materland's Second Def. p. 254. Juſtin Martyr's 
Teſtimony may be ſeen, p. 132, of the ſame Defen/e. 

They“ (the Catholicks in Oppoſition to the Cavils of 
Neflorians,) - believed the divine Nature to be perfectly impaſ- 
« fiblez and when they maintain'd that God was born and ſuf- 
« fer'd, they only meant that he was born and ſuffered according 
« to the Hleſb, in that human Body which was properly his 
ce GW0B. 

Dr. Berriman's Hiftorical Account, p. 281. where may be ſeen 


the Teſtimony of St. Cyr:/ of Alexandria. 


u See Dr. Materland's Defenſe, 414. Second Defenſe, p. 270, 
271. Mr. Alexander's Eſſay, p. 103. 

Concerning Cerinthas, lee Second Def. p. 475. Impor- 
tance, p. 240, 247, Cc. Berriman's H. A. p. 32, 33. He 
made Jeſus and Chrijt two different Perſons, neither of them 


£ 
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Body) and the Word are one ( compound ) Per- 


ſon *: One ou er N, as Origen & calls 
him. „I defy him (Dr. Waterland) to ſhew 
any real Difference“. What, is there no real 
Difference between Preſence and Abſence, be- 
tween Union and u Union, between dividing 
Jeſus from Chriſt, and aſſerting one Jeſus Chrijt? 
But our Author will ſay, if the Unzzn conti- 
nued, 'tis ab/urd to think that the ao did not 


ſuffer. Tis abſurd, nay, tis worſe than Ab- 


ſurdity, to think that the Logos either did, or 
could ſuffer. He had aſſumed, and perſonally 


united to his divine, the human Nature; in 


his, be (that one Perſon the God-Man) ſuffered; 


not with reſpect to both the Parts of the Com- 
pojitum, but in that Capacity only in which 
he was capable of ſuffering. Man is a Perſon 
compounded of Body and Soul; and when either 
of theſe ſufters, we lay, in common Language, 
that he (the Man, the one Perſon ) ſuffers, 
though but one Part of his Perſon be the im- 
mediate Subject of his Sufferings. If through 
the intimate Union of Soul and Body, the 
Sufferings of the one affect the other alſo, 'tis 
becauſe they are both paſſible; but were one of 
them abſolutely ;mpaſjuble, (as we ſay the Logos 
is,) it could not be affected at all by the Suf- 
ferings of the other, how cloſe- and intimate 
ſoever the Union was ſuppoſed: to be. Our 
Author therefore will never be able to prove 


that 
* See Dr. Water land's Account of Perſon in his Second De. 
fenſe, P. 300 =—— 369. 
Contra Celſum, p. 51. Ed. Cant. 4te. 
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that the Logos ſuffered, becauſe the Union con- 
tinued at the Paſſion of the Man Jeſus. As 
little will he be able to prove it from the Force 
of Scripture-Expreſſions, (1 Cor. ii. 8. Phi- 
1b. ii. 6, 8. Heb. ii. 10. quoted by him) or 
thoſe of Irenzus which are alledged by him to 
this purpoſe. St. John ſays, The Word was 
made Fleſh; Shall we ſay that the Word was 
changed and converted into Fleſh? The Coun- 
cil of Sirmium before mentioned, anathbema- 
tiges thoſe that ſay ſo®. The Word therefore 
only aſſumed into perſonal Union with itſelf 
the human Nature; and ſo remaining one Per- 
ſon ſtill, whatever either of the Natures did 
or ſuffered, might be attributed to that one Per- 
ſon e. This is juſtified by the common Uſage 
of Language, and the common Practice of 


Wri- 


2 Chap. i. 14. 

» Si quis, verbum Caro fafum eſic audiens, verbum in Car- 
nem tranſlatum putet, vel demutitionem ſuſtinentem accepiſſe 
Carnem dicat: Anathema fit. H#/. ubi ſup. 

2 This Union was made without any Change of the 
te Properties effential to each Nature, ſo as to render thoſe Pro- 
«© perties convertible. For though there is a Communication 
« of Names and Idioms, in Conſequence of the perſonal Union 
« between the two Natures of Chriſt, ſo that the very ſame 
% Perſon that is called the Son of God, and the Son of Man, 
4 is ſaid to have been born, and to be from everlaſting ; to die, 
« and to have Life in himſelf: Yet this manner of ſpeaking, 
« which wholly ariſes from the Unity of Chriſt's Perſon, does 
« no more ſuppoſe any Change of the two Natures, ſo as to 
« rencer the Properties of them convertible, than it ſuppoſes, 
« that becauſe the ſame Man is called tall or healthy, with re- 
«© ſpect to the State of his Body; or wiſe and learned, with 
c reſpect to the Qualities of his Mind; that therefore his Soul 
«© and Body have no ſeparate or diſtinct Properties, but only ſuch 
ct as may be reciprocally or indifferent y attributed to them 
4% both.” Dr. Fides, Th. Spec. P 403. 
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Writers both ancient and modern. I will give 
him the Words of one, which ſeem and ſound 
as much ro his purpoſe as any he can bring 
from Irenaus, and yet he will not believe that 
the Author of them holds the Logos to be paſſi- 
ble, © It was Jehovah that was prerced. It 
« was God that purchaſed the Church with 4 
« (wn Blood; it was 5 dromerus, the high Lord 
© that bought us: It was the Lord of Glory 
« that was crucified *”, He would triumph 
with ſuch a Paſſage as this from an antient 
Writer; and yet it would do him no ſervice. 
For this Jehovah, this God, this high Lord, this 
Lord of Glory is alſo Man; and, as ſuch, he 
was prerced, ſhed his Blocd, and was crucified. 
Bur all his Talk upon this Subject, is owing to 
his not knowing, or not confidering, what a 
perſonal Union means: And he may urge the 
ſame Chicane againſt any perſonal Union of hu- 
man Soul and Body. He may alſo be pleaſed 
to conſider, whether, ſuppoſing our Doctrine 
true, ſuch fort of Language may not, and muſt 
not be uſed; which, therefore, can be no Ar- 
gument againſt it, He remarks at the Bottom 
of the Page ( 66) that © in ſome Creeds, God 
* the Father was peculiarly charaQterized as 
being zmpaſſible ”, The Reaſon is, becauſe 
he was not incarnate, as Sabellians taught, was 
not perſonally united with any paſſibie Nature. 
Is not the Son too characterized as impaſſible e- 


ven 


* Importance of the De@rine of the Trinity, p. $3. 
© See ib. p. 56, Sc. F * 


56] 


ven by Ireneus f, when he ſpeaks of him with 
reſpect to his divine Nature? 

In Page 66, he begins to inſult Dr. Water- 
land for quoting 1 Yabn v. 7. He puts ufon us, 
fays this Gentleman, a /þuriozus Text, as befor, 
he gave us a ſpuricus Creed. The Co ed has 
come under Conſideration before, and will, I 
queſtion not, ſtil] be accounted genmine, not- 
withſtanding his Attempts againſt it. With 
regard to the J. ext, he firſt civilly applies to 
the Doctor Rev. xxii. 18. that © he may be 
* ſenſible of the danger of wilfully adding to 
ee the Word of God”. But were it not his 
way to pick unconnected Scraps out of 
Authors, juſt ſo far as they ſeem to ſerve a 
preſent turn, he might have caſt his Eye upon 
the next Verſe; where he would have found 
as ſevere a Penalty denounced againſt thoſe 
who wilfully fake away from it. He has no 
Advantage here then; let us ſee what he offers 
NEXT. % Our Reformers printed it in a 
different Character, to ſignify its being 
* wanting in the Original. What Original? 
The particular Copy, or Copies which they 
made uſe of, were to them the Original: And 
ſuppoſing it to have been wanting in this Origi- 
nal, what then? Might it not be in other O- 
riginals? And was the State of Criticiſm ſo 

er- 

f Invifibilis viſibilis factus, & incomprehenſibilis factus it! 


prehenſibilis, & impaſſibilis paſſibilis, & verbum homo. JUre- 
2145, quoted by our Author, p. 65. 

Novatian, in anſwer to the Objection, that if Chriſt be God, 
and died, then God muſt have died; replies Quis non in- 
telligat, quod impaſſibilis fit Divinitas, paſſibilis vero fit humana 
_ Ea. Welchman, p. 93. 
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97%) 
perfect at that time, that the Copies which 
our Reformers had, ſhould fix the Standard 
with regard to all others, and ſuperſede future 
Diſcoveries? The Caſe ſeems to have been no 
more than this, that our Reformers doubted 
of the Genuineneſs of the Place for a few 
Years, upon the Authority of Eraſmus; but 
as he reſtored it in his third Edition, ſo our 
Reformers ſoon got over their Scruples, and 
printed it like the reſt in ſome very carly E- 
ditions 8. But, 17 has ſince been ſhewn to be an 
Interpolation, &c. Shewn! Where, and 
by whom ? This Matter was debated between 
Mr. Martin and Mr. Emlyn. If the Reader 
will be at the Pains to go through the Contro- 


verſy, give him leave to judge for himſelf. He 


perhaps by this time may not be diſpoſed to 
rake things upon truſt from other People's 
Words, where he has been able to diſcover no 
extraordinary Marks either of a fincere Mind or 
a ſound Judgment. Since that, it has been at- 
tacked by an impious Confederacy of Men (as 
tis ſuppoſed) who have burleſqued the Word 
of God, in a moſt infamous manner, by a vile 
and ludicrous Veron; and who deſerve not 
leſs, than did the Author of the Diſcourſe of 
Free-thinking, © to be denied the common Be- 
* nefits of Air and ® Water”. If it be thoſe 
WWorthies whom our Author means, he muſt 
give me leave to refer to one who has repelled 
their impotent and malicious Aſſaults; vis. 


Mr. 


* Fitlifes New Teſſament by Lewis, Pref. 101. 
» Guardian, Vol. J. No 3. 


780 
Mr. Twells of Marlborough, in his Critical Ex. 
amination of their new Text and Verſion, Part 
ii. c. 3. © It does not appear in any one 
* Greek Manuſcript extant, that is genuine or 
* known to be older than printing“. Iam 
fo little acquainted with the Learning and State 
of MSS. that I will not pretend to contradict 
this Report; nor have I always met with that 
regard to Truth in this Writer's Management 
o* this Controverly, as with entire Acquieſ- 
cence to believe it. If it appear in no MS$S. 
extant, above the Age ſpecified, pray what is 
become of them? It aid appear. in ſeveral, to 
Laurentius Valla, to the Editors of Complutum, 
to Eraſmus, to R. Stephens, to Beza, to the 
Louvam Divines, to Father Amelctte i. If they 
are periſh'd ſince by Age or Accident, we can- 
not help it: All MSS, at laſt muſt ſhare the 
ſame Fate; and muſt we then give up our Bi- 
bles? But poſſibly theſe MSS. (ſome of them 
at leaſt) may ſtill be. in Being, and only lie 
concealed in Corners. It appears too in a 
MS. extant at Dublin k; will our Author prove 
it ( ſaying is nothing ) to be later than the In- 
vention of Printing? And as to the Latin Mss. 


far the greater Number of thoſe that have been 
| | I 


. A A ůÄ· w ie prey mr re re —— mn * 
- — — # 


r 


i See Mr. Martin's Critical Diſſertation upon this Paſſage, 


e. viii. &c. : 
I Examination of Mr. Emlyn's Anſiver to the Diſſerte: 


1 by = 

IIe 

e,, 

in of 

LPS) 

i 

NM 

„n | 

"380+. 2 81 
1 [ N 

10441 4% 
+ ö 

"te F 

= l I 

x 5 1 
71 1 

o 1 

1 : 1 
"4". F 
p } 
1 

| 1 

0 4 1 F 

- Ly 

1381 ** Tv, 

$461; kb 

0 

n 5 

8:4 At; F 

N x 9 . 
'\ $1 f 
en 

la j 4 

4 : 

4 Wl : ! 
1 | | 

l 1a 1 

ii, 

© SH HHS 

£ 80 , 

„ YL T3 *vy 

= \ $5 oh | 

7 4 1:8 

es 1 1/90 : 

* Db Pl 
11. K 
* 8 < 
ic 40 OTH 
* ! '+ 4B 
: os Ci 
-1 ©. pt ibs | 

17 1 i 5 * 

m1 |! if : 

189 1 bt! *Y 

M 43 

$18 

_ ; : [ 

\ #4 p J. 

* fi 

dt 1:0 +5 
* N „ . 
rn 0 
\ S184 * J 
3 4M 3 
. N 34 1 

{ 1 

„ 
$371 +570 * 
17 == 1 * 
b 7 ; 
4% 11 
N 1 

1 8 1 

: ae 

- 14,48 

1 4 
+1 ul N 
1 1 : 
_ "7; 

: 7 1355 Ft F 

= N. 41 

N 3 55 1 

19 it £11 
: 19h 

4 {8 n 

; : i 31 

s . 

11. 

1 108 wi. 

FR | 16.01 #} | 

i N 4 

** 5 "2 9 

" 1 45 

IIe ; 

n 

* * 9 q 

© 3 HG | 41 

. 5 

1 . 

21 . 

0 U 

. 44 My: #4! 

y FE 

* 1 1 p 

7 * 

— n 
*.., ESE 
: vo! : | $ + 

g 41 * 

1 ® 

* i 1100 { 94 
wy | 7 

$3812 i 
D 

* — 
mY 1 {ib 2 
[1 7 $48.1 3 
l "7 in 
: $5 y it is 4 

i ad: 10 3% 

1 17 $5775 1 ſ 
þ $4: [56G 

F 

nee 
i "a 4 1 
us * . 1 

) m9 = 
_ . 
D 
e 4 1 
r 
i 1 
F i. 

1 " 

+}, g $ Aa : 

i l l W 

1499037” 

7 ö 

mt 1 $$ 

$149 ; N 35 
. " 1 

1 1. 1 

Ty 72 , . 

I 
1 FS: 

, wt. + 7 

11 ! 

n 
1 1 
4 15 
15 ww” 

\ ik 15 

HF - 

* jk ; Fe 
Ll 7 ö 
4 SY; 4 
I 
I - 
; n 

pe 111 

N N 9 1 4 
} 3 

r 

[5 =. 5 
+; 

: 1 

33 IFi 

Y 1 5 Ft 1 

8. j : : 

q i i $4 5 

H * > 1 

4 rs { 

. 1 
I 
1 i 

+ $88 
'Y3::. 48 k a 
« a 3 b 
33: 1 1 
4 OF; 
5 16 13 
12 15 
7 
j 2 £ 
bs » | 8 

. = Ji b 
k $1700 
IT | 1 
. * * 

1: $368 
© 3 

ma — kt 2 

1 

1 ary | 

_—- 

7 . 

\ * . * - 

1 * 

nl : = 
oh { 3:SK 
* 
: 3. 
: 2 15 
[1 bY 
: 40 1 
1 
2 
4 
— 
: 
12 
k 
'% 
1 


- — 
Wo TEL RISER — 
— 2 
* 


Beg Smalbroke's Enquiry into the Autbority of the Compit- 
tenſian Edition, Paſſim. Mr. Twells ubi ſup. 
* Martin's Genuineneſi, &c. c. Xl. 
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hitherto collated, retain it l. To go on; © it 
« js not once cited by any antient Greek or 
« Latin Writer“. What, the whole Verſe, I 
ſuppoſe, is not cited by any antient Greek or 
Latin Writer; is this his Evaſion? Or is he 
here contradicting plain Matter of Fact? But 
ſee the Authors juſt referred to n. A Scho- 
ce lar might be aſhamed to alledge it“. 
No Scholar that is a Chriſtian will be aſhamed 
to alledge it, while it ſtands in the Text of Sr. 
John's Epiſtle; and where, I queſtion not, 
it will for ever ſtand, unleſs Men loſe all re- 
gard for what the ſame St. Fobn ſays, Rev. xxii, 
19. © Nor is this all in Dr. Waterland's Caſe, 
« ] have good reaſon to believe that he was con- 
« yinced, that St. John really wrote no ſuch 
4 Text, when he firſt entred into this Con- 
&« rroverſy; '” Sc. For fear his Readers ſhould 
think now that he really had ſome good reaſon 
to himſelf, he here gives us a /illy bad one; 
viz. the Doctor “ did not alledge it in his 
(controverſial) Writings”. The Doctor had 
good reaſon tor not alledging it then, as he 
knew 1t was conteſted, and would only give 
his Adverſaries a handle for running out per- 
haps 40 or 50 Pages upon a Bye-point, which 
his Cauſe did not ſtand in need of; and which 
too was debated by others, viz. Mr. Martin 
and Mr. Emiyn. And as for the new Light 


which 


! Biſhop Sma!#oke's Enquiry, &c. p. 52. | 
* To whom I may here add Dr. Wage ; who, in the Appen- 
dix to his Short Enquiry into the Doftrine of the Trinity, has 


made it appear probable enough, that the Paſſage was read by 
Clement of Alexanaria, p. 87, &c. | 


[ 80 ] 
which our Author talks of the Doctor's re. 
ceiving fince, that might cauſe him to change 
his former Sentiments, tis all a Dream of his 
own, or borrowed from Mr. Wh:ifton's Memoirs 
p- 101. It happens unluckily for them both, 
that the Doctor gave his Judgment of this Text 
(the ſame that he gives in the Importance) in 
the Year 1723. in a Sermon then printed ", 
Did our Author know this? If he did, „1 
ſhould be ſorry, if to ſerve a preſent purpoſe,” 
he © ified it againſt the Conviction of his 
&* Conſcience: This would be, Sc.“ Bur 
Jam not obliged to tranſcribe the Abuſes in his 
Book into mine. | 
** Nothing farther,” he ſays, © in this long 
* Chapter of the Doctor's remains to be ob- 
ſerved, but his ſaying ( þ. 319.) Sc.“ Yes ſure, 
there remained the Teſtimonies of nine or ten 
Antenicene Fathers, all confirming both the 
Truth and Importance of the Doctrine oppoſed 
by this Writer; and whoſe Teſtimonies there- 
fore he ſhould have conſidered and replied to. 
But he finds it much eaſier to call impertinent- 
ly for Antenicene Witneſſes, where their Evi- 
dence is not alledged, than to anſwer it where 
it is. His Boaſts of the Fathers, and mighty 
Pretenſions to the Writings of the -antient 
Church, cannot deceive any Man that will 
read; and J muſt not be always l 
an 


> Theſe three are ane, 1 John v. 7. Which though a diſpu- 
« ted Text, is yet not without very many, and very conſide- 
«« rable Appearances of being truly genuine.“ | 

A Familiar Diſcourſe upon the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity. 
Preached upon Trinity-Sunday. By Daniel Waterland, D. D. 


* 


2 


5 
"= 
3 


811 
and repeating what has been frequently and 
unanſwerably offer'd by ſuperior Writers. Let 
the Reader only conſider and compare what 
Dr. Materland has urged under the ſecond 


Query of his Second Defenſe, in the 5th Chap- 


ter of his Third, and Sermon VIIIth, and he 


will immediately ſee, that our Author's Scraps, 
conſidered as counter-Evidence, will be as 
lictle able to ſtand before it, as a looſe diſcon- 
certed Rabble to oppoſe a regular well diſ- 
ciplined Army. Dr. Waterland has anſwered 
the Objection of Tritheiſm; Dr. Waterland 
has told him what Ariuniſin is; What then? 
He cannot open the Ears of the Deaf, or the 


Eyes of the Blind; and if Men wilfully re- 


fuſe either to hear or fee, they are Proof 
againſt all Inſtruction. The Seventh Chapter 
of his Importance is deſigned to ſhew, the Uſe 
and Value of Ecclefiaſtieal Antiquity in Contro- 
verſies of Faith. This, ſays our ſagacious 
Author, © might have been of ſome Service 
to his Cauſe, had he ſhewn before, that the 
Fathers of the ancient Church, in their 
* Creeds or Writings, had ever countenanced 
it.“ And if the Doctor had not ſhewn this 
before, even in the Importance, and more 
largely ſtill in his Defenſes, he would not have 
oftered this in the Service of his Cauſe. By 
this, therefore, let the Matter be determined: 
Let our Author prove what he /ays, that the 
Doctor has not /o much as an Appearance of any 
Evidence from the Fathers on {is Side; till 
G when, 


* Defenſe, p. 204, 205, 220, 221, Ec. 


[E. 
when, the Doctor's Seventh Chapter will be 
of great Service to his Cauſe. The Truth 
is, the Doctor has ſo great an Appearance of 
Evidence on his Side, that unleſs this learned 
Gentleman will undeceive us, by examining 
his Teſtimonies one by, one, ſhewing all along 
that they do not favour the Dedor's Principles, 
but are, at leaſt, confiftent with his own; we 
ſhall ſtill think that his Doctrine is not oppe- 
ſite to, but confirmed by the conflant, unam- 
mous, and univerſal Senſe of the Primitive 
Church. But inſtead of doing this, our Au— 
thor ſays, he © will ſet before the Reader the 
„ Senſe of the ancient Church, with reſpect 
« to the Doctrine of the Trinity, in their In- 
« terpretation of ſome principal Texts of 
e Scripture relating to it. This, I conceive, is 
dropping the Reſpondent, the Part which he 
ſhould) have performed; and only repeating 
old Objections, or reviving old Difficulties, 
which have been often. accounted for before. 
The Interpretation is not zherr Interpretation, 
but His own; all his Quotations from the Fa- 
thers fall ſhort of his Deſign in producing 
them, and therefore: there is no manner of 
Occaſion particularly to diſcuſs them, TI ſhall 
only attend his Motions, while he is interpre- 
ting away the Senſe of theſe principal Texts, 
and take my Leave. He begins with 
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Here, he ſays, © are indiſputably two 

= diſtinct divine Agents, two acting Beings. 
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This is indiſputably falſe, according to the 
common Uſe of Language, which always 
means by two Beings, two /eparate Beings, 
two divided Eſſences, or Subſtances. If there- 
fore Father and Son have one undivided Eſ- 
ſence, they cannot be called /wo Beings: Two 
Per ſons the Church teaches them to be, and 
that's as much as the Text requires. Bur he 
wants to confound the Terms of Being, Agent, 
Perſon; and would ſhelter himſelf too under 
Dr. Waterland's Authority, who © owns,” he 
ſays, © that a Perſon is an intelligent Agent. 
Yes, but he never owns that Perſon and intel- 
ligent Agent are Terms reciprocal ?, but cau- 
tions expreſly ro the contrary. © Secondly,” 
He ſays, © it is obſervable that St. Fohn does 
e not ſtile the Word God, or ſay chat he ts 


God, but that in the Beginning he was God.” 


What can be the Meaning of this? It is to in- 
troduce a very wild Imagination, that he 
Mord was only God, as he was the Meſſenger, 
Mord, Angel and Repreſentative of the moſt 
hisgh God, who appeared to Adam, the Patri- 
archs, &c. and therefore thus appearing and 
acting miniſterially in the Name, and by the 
Authority of the Supreme God, he was in the 
Beginning, when he thus appeared and acted 
miniſterially, God, or a divine Perſon. © When 
«© he was made Fleſh,” he laid aſide this 
Character; that is, in Conſequence of this 
Interpretation, he ceaſed to be God, for he 
was God in the Beginning only as he ſuſtained 


i G 2 this 
Second Defenſe, þ. 368. 
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this Character; and therefore when he laid it 
aſide, he was God no longer. Well, © but 
<« inſtead of it, he received a greater, more 
&« glorious, and divine Name,” &c.-So that in- 


ſtead of Fg ng any Thing by ceaſing to be God, 


he was a Gainer by it. Yes, he was then © decla- 

red the only Begotten of the Father, and our 
Lord and Saviour.” That is, having ceaſed to 
be God, which, it ſeems, is only Iaying afide a 
Character, he was mae a Son. Yes, © this 
« js a more eminent Character, (what is 
this but a Character too?) © than being mere- 
« ly the Word of God, &c. Wonderful Ac- 
count this! Let us ſee how it ſquares with 
the Scriptures. They repreſent the Word's be- 
ing made Fleſh as a very great Humiliation and 
Abaſement ; but this Account of the Matter 
makes it a high Advancement and Exaltation. Þ 
St. Paul ſays he humbled,” emptied, made himſelf 
of no Reputation; bur, according to our Au- 
thor's Comment, it was by advancing, reple- 
niſhing himſelf, aſſuming a more eminent and 
glorious Character. What a noble Idea does 
this inſpire of the Love of Chriſt to Man- 
kind, 'who thus condeſcended to receive 4 
greater, more glorious and divine Name for 
their Sakes? And how much is Chriſtianity 
beholden to ſuch Reftorers of it? © After his 
“ KgReſurrection from the Dead,” well, 
What became of him then? © He was Zhen 
« made Lord over all, which implied his be- 
« ing God in a far higher Senſe,” than he was 


2 it 


CE 
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in the Beginning. So that having loſt his God- 
hip for about thirty Years, he now begun to 
be God again, a greater God than ever he was 
before, Can any Mortal read ſuch Divinity 
as this, without ſome, Emotions either of 
Mirth or Anger? And I am. almoſt apt to 
think, that the Man who is capable either of 
writing, or believing it, is not a proper Object 
of the latter. | 


Neſcio an Anticyram ratio illis deſtinet omnem. 


As for the Fathers whora he here cites in 
his Margin, they ſpeak not up-to his Purpoſe, 
but are only an Inſtance of the Truth of what 
I faid before, that his Quotations fall ſhort of 
his Deſign in alledging them. The Fathers 
(and modern Divines do the ſame,) only vouch 


for the Fact, viz. that it was the Logos who all 


along appeared to Adam and the Patriarchs, 
&c. in the Name and Perſon of the Father, or 
of God. But his Concluſion, that he was God 
in the Beginning only in this Senſe, they leave 
him to prove by himſelf. This is the Pinch 
of the Queſtion, and here he is left entirely de- 
ſtitute of Evidence. This Interpretation, ſo 
abſurd in itſelf, and ſo utterly unſupported with 
any Appearance of Proof, would he ſubſtitute 
in the room of one which deſerves a quite 
different Character; as the Reader will ſee if 
he pleaſes to conſult the References a? His Pre- 
| ' [02 poſition 

Dr. Iaterlavd's Defenſe, p. 66. Sermons, p. 1. Second 


Diſenſe, p. 33, 173, 179. The Sentiments of the Ancients, 
With 


- 


[ 86 ] 
poſition, (his d through) we have had before, 
and we {hall have again, and there will be no 
End of it. Tertullian's Remark is worth fifty 
ſuch, fecit enim & ipſe que facta ſunt per il. 
lum r. If we will be guided either by Scrip- 
ture or common Senſe, God Almighty neither 
uſes nor wants any Inſtruments or miniſterial A. 
gents when he creates: He maketh all Things, 
ſtretcheth forth the Heavens alane, and ſpread- 
eth abroad the Earth by h:m/e/f. So that if 
the Son be not the one God with the Father, he 
certainly could have no Hand in the Creation. 
But he aſks, © who can find out from the 
Words of the Apoſtle, that the Ford who 
« was with God, and by whom all Things were 
* made, is he ſame God with the Father“ 
Any Body can find this out, that can but 
make a Syllogiſm; the Word is here characteri- 
zed as God in the. Beginning, and Maker of 
every Creature hat was made; according to 
the whole Tenor of Scripture there is but c7 
God and one Maker of all Things; prav, who 
cannot find cut the Conſequence? “ Stale ex- 
* ploded Pretente” this, fays he, © that if he 
is not the ſame God with ie Father, he muſt 
be anther God, and in conſequence there 
* muſt be #9 Gras”. Explcde this Pretenſe 
who will, 'tis no more than maintaining that 


dan- 
with regard to Chriſt's appearing, Ec. to Adam, &c. may be 


ſeen, Deſenſe, P. 34, Sc. 432. Serment, p. 158. Second Def 
p. 163, Ec. For the Exaltation of Chriſt after his Reſurre- 
ion, ſee the Fi, Sermen. And for Tertullian and Theophilus, 
Firft Def. p. 41, Ec. Secend Def. p. 137. 
Hæc aries reęetita. 
See Sermon, p. 45, 46, 47, 48. 
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dangerous Poſition, that one and one are two, If 
the Son be Gad at all, and not the /ame God 


with the Father, he muſt be another God (muſt 
he not?) and ſo in conſequence there muſt be 
two Gods, No ſuch thing, ſays our Author, 
no ſuch thing; Two Gods are two unoriginated, 
two coordinate, two equal, ties ſupreme Gods. 
(p. 74, 86.) Ah! now the Secrets out; and 
what a Piry it is that Reaſon, Scripture, An- 
tiquity, all reclaim *. To equally ſupreme 
Gd Why, never Man was fo filly as to be- 
lieve any ſuch Abſurdity: The very Nations 
that deified Garlick and Onions, were wiſer, 
But what vill not Men aſſert in defenſe of a 
forlorn and baffled Cauſe? Tis not many A- 
ges ſince a learned Man took it into his Head 
to aſſert, that æobipping the Hoſt of Heaven, 
Sun, Moon, and Stars, as the only ſupreme God, 


fo as to exclude all Apprebenſians of a ſpiritual 


and inviſible Godbead, was the true and only 
Netion of Idalatry. Put now to this our Au- 
thor's true and only Nation of two Gods, viz. that 
they mult be 720 equally ſupreme Gras, and be- 
tween them they prove that there was never 
any ſuch thing as Idolatry or Polrtbeiſin in the 
World. Beſides if #49 Gods and tuo ſupreme 
Gas be the tame thing, J am not able to ſee 
how Chritt can be God at all upon our Au- 
thor's Principles, who has been labouring 
twenty I bars to prove, that the Son is not fi- 
freme Cd. He ſeems to intimate that he 


G 4 think, 


See Sermons, Pref. p. xxxi, fc. Second Def. P. 29, 194, 
2215 Sc. Firft Def. P 337. ö 
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thinks it abſurd, that che Sou ſhould be th 


Jams God with the Father, with whom he was 


in the Beginning; tbe ſame God with him who 
made all Things by kim, p. 74. This, I ſup- 
poſe, he looks upon as equivelent to ſaying 
that God was uit himſelf, &c. But this, be 
knows, creates no Difficulty to Catholics, who 
contend for 2 Diſtinction of Perſons; which 
Doctrine of theirs is not in any great Danger 
from ſuch Qubbles as theſe. The Son is not 
the . /ame Fe n with the Father, though he 
muit be the ene Ged. But continues he, 
« Dr. Ja:er/cn4 himſelf does not really meag, 
e thar the Son is the fame Gad, i. e. the ſame 
« individual Being or Agent, with the Father; 
„ he makes him a much a diſtinct ccfing Sub- 
&« farce or Agent, as his Oppoicrs do 
And © his Adverſaries oppo as Cloſe 
«© and intimate an Urzn between the Father 
te and the Son, as Dr. Vaterland does or can 
* do. Why then are they bis Oppe/ers and 
his Aen. aries? But how dc des Dr. Water land 
make the Son as much a distinct acting Sub- 
fance, &c. when be n naintaims that Fath, er and 
SON a re two £206 antes ge .r able Perſens, 
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in the World, even an Unity of (what his Ad- 
verſaries very abſurdly call metaphyſical ) Sub- 
france? Bur are Creature and Creator fo uni- 
ted, or can they be? One omnipreſent, the o- 
ther not; one ſubſiſting where the other is nat: 

One eſſentrally 2 and neceſſarily preſent to 
all Things "equity 7, the other determined and cir- 
cumſcribed by that Portion of Matter to which 
he is united *. But this Writer continue“ Tas 
029 4, howſoever united, are as much us Gods 
« 25if not united. W ho can reſiſt a Demon- 

ration worked up to the Evidence of an 1- 
dentical Propofition? Tus Gads are tus Geads. 
If they be two Gods, then they zre two Gods; 
but we ſay that chey are not fr G:ds for this 
very Reaſon, becauſe they are united; becauſe 
they have one divine Substance, ane Grodbead. 
He therefore only begs the Queſtion, inſtead 
of proving any Thing againſt Dr. Waterlard, 
who has often thewn that Lian is ſufficient to 
make Sameneſi :.. However, on the other 

12nd, two divine Perſons, net united, but aije 
parate and dicided, a great God and a little 
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of this Charge? As to the other Charge of 
their making the Son à Creature, it has been 
conſidered above: Only it is pleaſant to take 
Notice of his Humour in retorting the Charge 
upon Dr. Vaterland. He is in the right to 
bring the Doctor over, if he can, his Cauſe 
will thrive the better for it. But pray how 
does the Doctor make the Son a Creature? 
Why, he denies the Son to be unoriginated,“ 
and therefore © if there is no Medium between 
ce the one Supreme Unoriginated God and a 
Creature, the Doctor who denies the Son 
to be the former, muſt make -him the later, 
The whole Strength of this acute Argument, 
lies in the Equivocalneſs and Ambiguity of 
the Terms w. When Dr. Vaterland denies 
the Son to be unoriginate, he does not by that 
intend to deny his neceſſary Exiſtence, but his 
Self- exiſtence, that he 1s Unbegetten or Abr 
Jes; that is, in ſhort, the Fat ber himſelf, 
whoſe oecalie and perſonal Character this is. 
But to do our Author's Cauſe any Service, the 
Docter muſt deny the Uncr; ginateneſß of the 
Sen in the Senſe of neceſſary Exiſtence; which 
he does not, but alerts equally, with reſpect 
to all the three divine Perſons. There is no 
Medium between neceſſary Ex you „ Which 
Dr. Waterland aſcribes to the Son, and Fre- 
carious Exiſtence which he always denies of 
him; and therefore does not make him a 
Creature. But there is what we may call a 
Medium between the uncrigin ated el exit ence 

of 
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of the Father and a Creature, and that is the 
venom Sd (ore, as Alexander of 
Alexandria expreſſes himſelf,” the andy begotten 
don, who is God of Ged. But the Arian Me- 
dium is the ſtrangeſt that ever was heard of, 
and in reality coincides with one of the Ex- 
tremes. But Alexander has been conſidered 
above: So have the very Paſſages of Origen 
and Euſebius (here again trumped up) by 
* Dr. Vaterland. To whom he never pretends 
to rejoyn any Thing; deſigning, I ſuppoſe, 
his Pamphlet not fo much for an Anſwer to 
any of the Dedor's Writings, as for a Libel 
upon the Dedfor himſelf. The Learned are 
well enough acquainted with the Argument 
drawn from & O, and heôg, God with the Article, 
and God without : And as for others, I entirely 
agree with him, that they cannot clearly un- 
derſtand the Force of it. With regard to the 


. WW third Verſe, he ſays he will ſhew, that the 
| Ancients © unanimouſly underſtood the Mrd, 
. WE <© or Chriſt, to be the miniſterial Agent, who 

. . 5 4 = . 1 - —_ - 3 
ein che Creation of the World, acted in Sub- 
3s 


F 
i 


« Jill and Command of the Father, as the 
* Supreme Goa ef ite Univerſe,” Here he 
makes a great ſhew of the Fathers, which I 
Go not think my ſelf obliged to examine; as 
their Sentiments in general, and many of the 
particular Paſſages here alledged, have been 


con⁰t⁰dered by the learned Writer ſo often re- 


ferred 


: F 
4 l 
Ls 
5 
& 
et 
1 
* 
— . 
— 
» \ . 
N 1 
- 
b 
N 
1 
Lt: 
F412 
Ht. 
1 4 
f 
: 
G ** 
| | 
2 


Tue] 


ferred to y. A Remark or two however I may 


offer, before I paſs to another Text. 

For Origen's Orthodoxy, with reſpect to 
the Article of Chriſt's Divinity, Dr. Water. 
land (he ſays) is a Voucher. But how a 
Voucher ? What for every Paſlage which this 
Gentleman can bring as Origen's, though in 
reality perhaps ſpurious, or corrected in his 
later Writings? In the main be has been a- 
bundantly vindicated; but is moſt to be de- 
pended upon in his famous Piece againſt Ce- 
ſus 2. Let our Author's Quotation then out 
of his Commentary on John, be compared with 
what Dr. Waterland has produced out of this 
later and more correct Piece, and which Side, 
pray, will have the Advantage * ? He next 
quotes Clemens Alexandrinus; © And it is well 
known, (he ſays) that he believed the Son 
eto be 4 Creature. On the contrary it is 
well known, that he believed the Son to 
be God in ſuch a manner, as to attribute 
to him thoſe very Titles, which our Mo- 


dern Arians would appropriate to the Father; 


6 Bets, 


How both Antenicene and Poſtnicene Fathers aſſerted and 
underſtood this Matter, may be feen in Dr. Waterland's Ser- 
mons, p. 72, c. Defenſe, p. 184. Second Def. p. 384, Ec. 
Mr. Alexander's Eſſay, p. 141, Cc. And if Poſtnicencs, ſuch 
as Baſil, Cyril, and Biſhop Bull (the three laſt quoted by our 
Author) ſpoke in this manner of the Son, why may not A!e- 
ricenes be ſuppoſed to do the ſame, without deſigning any 
Thing thereby in Favour of the Concluſion aimed at by this 
Writer? So that all his Learning here is mere Impertinence. 

# Defenſe, p. 197, 253, &c. Second Def. p. 68, 347—352- 
Anſwer to Whitby, p. 80. 

* Anſwer to Whitby, p. 24. Second Def. p. 69, 109, 188, 45- 
Third Def. p. 101. 
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$ Oe, and 7avroxexmp b. He quotes Treneus, 
as ſaying that God commanded the Word, &c. 
and then brings a Sentence out of another 
Part of his Book, to ſhew that © He who 
« commands is greater and ſuperior to him 
« who is commanded ;” applied by Ireneus 
to quite another Purpoſe: But this is fair 
Dealing, in Compariſon of what we ſome- 
times meet with. He aſſerts in a Note, (Page 
84.) that it is a Soleciſm and Abſurdity in 
Language to ſay, that all Things were 
e made (S 7s bes) by him who is God ab- 
« ſolurely, or the Supreme God.” But abſurd 
and ſoleciſtical as it may ſeem to this great 
Critick in Language, it is ſuch as Scripture 
uſes; and ſuch too as is ſometimes uſed b 

thoſe who write Greek in the greateſt Purity 
and Perfection: As he might have ſeen, would 
be Have conſulted the Authors referred to in 
the Importance ©, 


F 


Heb. i. v. 8, 9, 10. 
! The ninth Verſe of this Paſſage, Dr. Water- 


land underſtands of the Son, confidered as Man, 
and in his State of Humiliation. But our Au- 
thor appeals ro the Antients: Let us hear 
them. Jrenæus ſays —— © The Spirit hath 
characterized both the Perſons with the 


cc 1 


o Defenſe, p. 110. Second Def. p. 185, 513. Third Def. 
p. 114. C/emens does not make the Son 4 Creature. See Second 
Defenſe, p. 95. | | 

* Importance, &c. p. 487. 
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« Title, God; both the Son who is anointed, 
« and Se. Irenæus calls them both, Gel, 


therefore he interpreted the LUaction of che 


divine Nature; though in the ninth Chapter of 
the ſame Book, he plainly interprets the Un#z. 
on, of the Spirit s reſting on the human Na- 
ture d. Origen ſays, that the Prophet de- 
5 clares that s God, whoſe Throne 1s for e- 
* yer and ever, is anointed by God who is bs 
* God”. To make Origen conſiſtent with 
himſelf, we may render his 72aw + dg, This 
Perſon, who 7s God, is anointed viz. in his 
human Nature; for ſo he expreſsly interpret 
the Unction elſewhere of the Soul of Chriſt as 
anointed e. And Euſebius of Cæſares 
(N. B. The Authorities cited in the Importance 

. 490. are as good or better than Euſebiu. 
* he who is declared to be God ——— is a- 
* nointed hy another greater God ”, &c. 
Falſe Tranſlation ! The true rendering of ug 
erg Nei Sorog Ed Y FAT EDS ours wy ,t 39 als 


IS, being . With Oil by another (Perſon) 


who is greater, his God and Father: And it is 
not ſaid in what reſpect the Father is greater, 
or in what Capacity the Son was anointed. 

As to the next Quotation from Euſebius, he 


has taken the Liberty to alter the Text (as he 
did 


4 Nam ſecundum id quod verbum Dei Homo erat, ex radice 
Jeſſe, & Filius Abrahe, ſecundum hoc requieſcebat ſpiritus 
juper eum, & ungebatur ad evangelizandum humilibus, Lib. III. 
6. 9. p. 185. Ed. Ber. 

© Dilectionis ergo merito ungitur oleo lætitiæ, id eſt Anima 


Chriſti cum Verbo Dei unum | abeitur: Ungi namque o oled 


letitiæ, non aliud intelligitur quam ſpiritu ſancto repleri. 
wet Ag, Lib. II. c. v. Sd. 4. p. 91. Ed. Ben. 
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did before with Hilary) without intimating 
any thing of it to his Readers. The whole Pe- 
riod is this, Gi ep HN rr xe oc, & drs, 
6 avril N na QUTES, ©. Gs Sede, ws 20 2 K 
Acer S Ae (changed by our Author 
into * 72 Nee F N eνMEægd RIAL α 
TuTW) A u Fe0v, I are 7) NaGeeovru Toy elc- 
Aus f This is the Succels of his appealing to | 
the Antients; two of them witneſs againſt him, | 
and the third, after much hacking and maul- 
ing, does not ſpeak plainly up to his purpoſe. | 
I will refer him now, ex abundanti, to Clemens y 

| 


Alexandrinus, who is alſo expreſs for the Un- 
dtion being x47 ozexg 8. 

With regard to the 1oth and following Ver- 
ſes, Thou, Lord, in the Beginning, &c. he is 
very confident that © the reaſon of the Thing, 
and all the Antients are on his fide, in the Ap- 
plication of the Paſſage to God, the Father of 
Chriſt”. (P. 90.) To apply the Words to 
Chriſt, he pretends, is © ro make St. Paul 
contradict himſelf, who ſays, v. 2. that God 
made the World's (QA) by his Son” &c. But he 
ſhall hear Dr. Clarke; © Theſe Words, ſpo- 
ken of Ged by the Pſalmiſt, and applied 
thus to the Son by the Apoſtle, are a Para- 
* phraſe of what he had ſaid above, wer. 2. h 


What 
* Den. Eoarg. Lib. IV. c. 15. p. 181. Ed. Pariſ. 1628. Ed. 
5  $7ep4. Lat. 1545. p. 115. 
KH a & vw) Kei, a F Alan, zu x; TAn- 
; fog + „ b, x, T -av. 417 ly, Se F 99s To Ts n 
a e Travuan. Clem. Alex. Strom. 1. p. 394. 
® * Scripture Derine, p 96. Third Edit. That there really 


is no Contradiction in this Matter, ſee Dr. Waterland's Defenſe, 


b. 183. Second Def. p. 181. Sermons, p. 48, Cc. 56, 57, 59, 
05, 68, Sc. | 
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What Dr. Clarke* calls a Paraphraſe, this 
worthy Gentleman calls a Contradiction: And 
an Interpretation which the Dr. thought bare. 
ly poffible, he is very poſitive is the right one: 
“ Unleſs poibly ” (continues the Doctor) they 
be intended as a Deſcription of the Immu- 
tability of the Father, for a Confirmation and 
* Aſſurance of what he had declared in ver. 8, 
«© 9. Every intelligent Reader will perceive, 
that there is great Reaſon to ſpeak thus dith- 
dently of ſo harſh and unnatural an Applicati- 
on. Sociniaus themſelves are ſenſible of this, 
and therefore applying the Words to Chriſt, 
they endeavour to evade the force of them, as 
well as they can, by other Methods i. Had 
not they as well as our Author a Turn to ſerve, 
they would both allow, that the Words are by 
the Apoſt le applied to Chriſt, and that therefore, 
in conſequence of this Application, Chriſt is 
properly Creator of Heaven and Earth. His 
truly frivolous Pretences were obviated before 
by Dr. Waterland, * whom he is ſo good as to 

give 

i Particula & initio verſ. 10 poſita, novum adferri docet 
ſcripture teſtimonium, quo Chriſtum Angelis præſtare oſtendat. 
Slichtingius & Crellias in Loc. 

k Defenſe, p. 95. Compare Sermons, p. 63, 64, 65. The 
Doctor alſo refers to Sarenbaſius, who makes the Application to 
Chriſt appear exceeding plain, ver 7. ess war TU U n 
a7 6, Ter. g. es dt Ty vir, id eſt ce quæ ibi ſequuntur ; 
& rer. 10. Kai Id eſt, Kot πν]ãꝙ)1 A, Teas Rv vids, ( ſci- 
licet, ) ** Pormula Allegationis hic eſt Kal, c. Bie x Ka- 
Jax.cty nc, p. boo. But to plain common Senſe, nothing can 
make the Thing more evicent than it is of itſelf, and nothin 
can miſtake it but affected Learning under the Influence of rea 
Prejudice. See alſo Biſbop Bull. Fudic. Eccleſ. c. 5. Sect. 8. and 


Wolfs, cure Philolog. & Crit. in loc. p. 612. Dr. Knights 
Sermons f. 51, Cc. 
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give us Leave to confult upon this Occaſion ; 
{ſo little ro the Advantage of his Cauſe, that 
he will be cautious how he grants ſuch Liber- 
ty for the future. The Reaſoning, which he 
ſays is very like, has no Lzkeneſs at all. How 
is our Saviour's promiſing eternal Life to his 
Diſciples (Jobn x. 28, 29.) very lite the Apo- 
ſtle's arguing for the Dignity of our Saviour 
himſelf, and his Superiority to the Angels? For 
that is the Queſtion, and not the Stability or 
Continuance of bis Kingdom. Let us now exa- 
mine his Antients, who are all, he ſays, on his 
Side. He quotes Treneus, Tertullian, Origen 
and Euſebius. But what do theſe Antients 
ſay? That Heb. i. 10. is not applied by the 
Apoſtle to Chriſt? No ſuch Thing. They 
conſider not the Words as quoted and applied 
in the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, and therefore, 
ſtrictly ſpeaking, are not Interpreters of Heb. 
i. 10. To be more particular; | Treneus ſays 
nothing of the Father in particular, as oppoſed 
to the Son, but of the God of the old Teſta- 
ment, which comprehends both Father and 
Son, according to Irenæus, in divers Places m. 
Of both Ireneus and Tertullian he obſerves, that 
they underſtand the Son andSp77:7 to be the Hands 
cf God, by which, &c. But, were it his way ever 
to reſpond, he ſhould have anſwer'd what Mr. 4- 
lexander has offered on that Head, fo far as it 
regards 1renzzs n. God made the World per 
_. e 
! Lib. IV. c. 3. p. 230. Ed. Bened. 

5 * Dr. Vaterlaud's Sermons, p. 304. Second Defence, p. 
Mr. Alexander ay on Irene, p. 27, 28. Compare 

Dr. Farlant due B 5 80, KS 65. * 


98 
ſemetiſſum, and ipſe d ſemetipſo, &c. So that 
if he made it by his Hands (the Son and Spi- 
rit ) it is becauſe they are, in a Senſe, the „elf 
of the Father. Tertullian in like manner, 
though he underſtood P/al. cii. 25. of the 
Perſon of the Father, as there called Lord, 
yet he took in both the other Perſons as reck- 
oned to him, and included in him, under the 
Name of Hands; interpreting Hands, by pro- 
ria vires of the Father, valentia ſua, intel. 
ligentia ſua, ſenſus ſuus o: Which amounts to 
the ſame with Jrenæus's interpreting per manus 
ſuas, by per ſemetipſum. Origen , like the 
reſt, quotes the Words, not as part of the 
New Teſtament, where there is good reaſon 
to think he underſtood them to be applied to 
Chriſt ; for in one of the Places the Courſe of 
his Argument fo appltes them, in anſwer to 
what Celſus had pleaded againit our Saviour's 
Divinity. And as to Euſebius, nothing ap- 
pears in his Comment on that P/alm , to de- 
termine the Senſe to any particular Per/en in 
the Godhead more than to another, or exclu- 
zve of others. But in his Comment on P/alm 
XCii. (allas xciii.) he quotes part of P/alm ci, 
the whole 27th Verſe, and applies it directly 
to God the Sen, Page 617 *. He makes the 
ſame Application, more obſcurely, elſewhere, 
wiz. Page 584, of the ſame Commentary. 
So I leave this Writer to argue now againſt 


Euſe- 
* Azverſ. Hens. ec. 45. 
F Centra Celſ. L. IV. p. 5 10. L. VI. p. 679. Bened. Lait 
* Co!efiig nova Patrum per Mistfauces. Tom. . 
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Euſebius, his great Favourite. This Inſtance 
ſhews us what little Credit is to be given to 
this Man's Boaſtings of the Antients; they 
are all, he ſays, on his Side: And yet conſider 
the Words as they lie in the Epiſtle to the 
Hebrews, and he has not ſo much as one on bis 
Side. I ſhall but juſt take Notice farther, 
that Dr. Waterland has ſhewn 4: that 
Athanaſius , Chryſaſtum, Pſeudo- Fuſtin, both 
Cyrils, Greg. Nyſſen, Ambroſe and Auſtin, who 
conſidered the Words as St. Pauls Words, 
unanimouſly underſtood them of Chriſt; 


which is ſure a Confideration of ſome 
Weight. 


Yohn x. 3 


This Text Dr. Waterland, and all other Ca- 
tholic Writers, judge to favour their Notion, 
that Father and Son are ane God. But our 
Author pretends, that this 17vid:nus Inference, 
drawn by the Jews, our Saviour confutes, 
Ver. 34, 35, 36. It is ſcarce poſſible co main- 
rain a due Reverence for the Holy Jeſus, and 
this Imagination together. He was the hum- 
weft Man on Earth, and therefore if he de- 
figned to confute this Inference, he ſhould and 
would have done it in the plaineft Terms, and 
rejected the Imputation even with Abhorrence. 
Inſtead ot this, he confirms rather than con- 
futes the Fews in their invidicus Inference; and 
2 there- 


See allo Nil; on the Pl. 
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therefore (Ver. 39.) they are again enraged 
at him, and ſeek to take him r. 

All the Unity which our Author will allow 
in virtue of this Text, is an Unity of Concord 
and Power; but I cannot but think that an 
Unity of Power muſt lead conſiſtent Men to 
believe an Unity of Nature and Subſtance, 
And whether Chry/o/tom's Inference, mentioned 
by Dr. Clarke *, be an Explication of this Text, 
or not, it is with me a Maxim of indiſputable 
and almoſt ſelf-evident Truth, that f the 
Power be the ſame, it is manifeſt 75 e Eſjence muſt 
be ſo too. In truth, this Writer ſeems no 
more to believe an Unity of Power, than an 
Unity of Subflance; for, continues he, © the 
5 ſame Unity which was between our Saviour 
and his Father, our Lord prays may be in 
& his Diſciples,” &c. How are we to under- 
ſtand this? That the Father and Son have 
the /ame Unity, the Unity of Power, only as 
the Father, Sch and Dijeiples have t it. If his 
Meaning be pertinent, this is it; and if fis 
be it, it is effectually deſtroying the Unity of 
Power between Father and Son ; for have Fa- 
ther, Son and Diſciples the ſame Power? But 
be his Meaning what it will, or none at all; 
it is needleſs for me to repeat the Anſwers to 
his borrowed Cavils, which it is kind in him 
indeed to revive once more, before they are 
finally hiſs'd off the Stage, and buried for ever. 

Nei- 


See D-/enſe, P- 54, 55 
$ Scriptare- Dec irine, P- 107. 


See Defer/e, p. 364, 366, 367. Segond Def. p. 27 4. 
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Neither ſhall I concern myſelf with his Quo- 


rations from Tertullian u, Origen v, Hifpoly- 
tus x, Nevatian y, and 3 Z of Alexan- 


dria; but only defire my Readers ro remem- 
ber the laſt Article. What he ſays, © that 
« the antient Church thought an Unity of 
© Subſtance was capable of no other but a 
« Sahellian Senſe,” is falſe and ridiculous ; 
when it is certain the Catholicks, in Anſwer 
to Praxeans, Neetians, and Sabellians, did 
aſſert Unity of Subſtance, cleared from Sabel- 
lian Abules 3. 


Rem. 18. v. 5. 


\ 


He here ſhews his good Inclination to throw 
the Word Se; out of the Text: But as all the 
H 3 Manu- 


See Defer/e, 9 362, 364, 366. Secerd Dyf. p. 97. 

Ocfenſe, p. 362, 305. 

x Compare Defenſe, p. 363, 366. He has curtailed Higpe- 
Iytas, * The Son is one with the Father in Power 
and Concord.” Here he ſtopped, but Hipps/ytus 
adds, 645 3p V8; mmTE;s ò mals, for the Son is the ane Mind of 
the Father. 

Defen e, p. 362, 36 304 ' 

* Defenſe, p. 363. From which, I ſuppoſe, he borrowed 
this Paſſage of Alexander; for it was not offered, amongſt the 
reſt, in his C:lleftien of Queries: So that we have here a nota- 
ble Inftance of his Fairneſs ; inſtead of replying to what Dr. 
IWaterland ſays, with regard to the other Fathers, he only picks 
up a diſtin Authority to make a Shew with on his own. Side 
of the Queſtion. Beſides, in the Tranſlation, he takes à mean 
Advantage cf an unaccurate Expreſſion, in order to convey a falſe 
Idea to the Engliſh Reader. Alexander means no more by 
— 77 v Tac d cures, than we now edo by two 
þ eee Sac/; ences : Which is the juf? rendring, though not fo 

oral as our "Ro 8. 


gee Deſen ſe, p. 351, 383, 385, 386. 
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Manuſcripts have it, he 1s forced to conde- 
ſcend to very low Work. Some Latin Manu. 
ſcripts of Cyprian want it, © and it is doubt- 
ful whether Cyprian read it in his Copy or 
&« hot. Good Man, what a Comfort it would 
be to him, if he could prove this ſtrong Tefti- 
mony of our Saviour's Divinity either ſþur:ous 
or interpolated! © The Reaſon which Dr. Mill 
gives, that Cyprian muſt have had it, —— is 
not a good one”. Very deciſive truly! But 
who is molt to be credited, Dr. Mill or this 


Writer? Dr. Mill, it ſeems, thinks that. Cypri- 


an and Tertullian followed the fame Tranflati- 
on of the Scriptures; this Writer ſays he has 
carefully compared their Citations, and © they 
% did not follow the ſame Tranſlation.” Be 
this as it will, Dr. Mill offered ſtronger Rea- 
ſons, from the Agreement of antient Manu— 
ſcripts, and from Oyprian's citing the Text to 
prove that Chriſt is Gd. Why then does this 


Gentleman diſſemble what was moſt material? 


As an Inſtance, I ſuppoſe, of his Honeſty, 
that we might take his Word ſooner than that 


of Dr. Mill. But he has not yet done with Dr. 


Mill; he corrects him for believing his own 
Eyes rather than Ephræm's, the Syrian Wri- 
ter, concerning the Word's being in the Syriac 
Verfien. Ephræm twice cites the Text, he ſays, 


and in both Places omits the Word Sess. 


What then? The Syriac Verſion has it, and 
Dr. Mill ſaw it there; and muſt Ephræm's Cita- 
tions make him judge otherwiſe than his own 
Eyes convinced him? But our Author, I ſup- 

| 5 poſe, 


. 
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poſe, would ſuggeſt that the Word was not in 
the Verſſon in Ephrem's time, for this reaſon, 
becauſe he twice cites the Text without it. 
But, by his leave, his negative Argument is a 
very poor one: Epbræm in his Prayers to Chriſt, 
twice addreſſes him thus; who art over all, 
bleſſed for ever. This can ſcarce be called pro- 
perly a direct Citation of the Text; or how- 
ever, he might think it needleſs to ſay God, 
having ſo ſtiled him before in the ſame Pray- 
ers, or as thinking it ſufficiently implied in 
what he did cite. But what fine Work may 
People make with ſuch zegative Arguments! 
Thus Moolſton will prove that there was no 
ſuch Pool at Jeruſalem as Bethe/da, becauſe 
Joſephus does not mention it; and the Atheiſt 
will even prove that there is no God, becauſe 
he does not ſtrike him dead with Lightning. 
Still Dr. Mill is under his Rod: For he © pre- 
<« tends that Jrenæus both read the Word 9:5; 
in the Text, and withal alledged it in Proof 
of the Divinity of Chriſt.” Which to be 
ſure muſt incur our Author's Diſpleaſure, and 
there fore it 1s * a groſs Miſtake.” Trenæus 
cites the Paſſage in Proof of Chriſt's being the 
Emanuel of the Old Teſtament, and conſequent- 
ly in Proof of his Divinity: For there is but 
one God of the Old and New Teſtament with 
Irenzus, and this he ſometimes expreſsly af- 
firms to be our Lord Jeſus Chriſt b. He muſt 
try his Strength again then, before he can. 

H 4 prove 


o Lib. III. e. 16. p. 205. Compare Lib. IV. c. 13. and 
Mr. Alexander's Eſſay, p. 55, 56. | | 
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prove any Interpolation in Irengus, or any 
groſs Miſtake in Dr. Mill, with relation to this 
Article. He would next intimate, that the 
Word $:5; has crept into che Text in the Sy- 
nodic Epiſile of the Council of Antiocb; or how- 
ever, if it was there then, that they applied it 
to God the Father.” But all this is mere 
Dream. They read S, and they quoted the 
Text on purpoſe to prove that the Son is &, 
(which Paul of Samoſata denied;) only after- 
wards they explain the Words, over all, to 
mean over all Creatures, to prevent Miſtakes. 
Nothing can be more faij/e in one Senſe, or 
more impertinent and ſilly in another, tha 
what he ſays of their © denying the ſupreme Di- 
e vinity of Chriſt, or that be is over all, God 
* bleſſed, in this very Epiſtle.” For whoever 
looks into the Epiſtle, will ſee that their whole 
Argument depends upon their applying this 
Paſlage to the Son, in Proof of his being over 
all (Creatures) God bleſſed: Not over the Fa- 
ther, to be ſure, (they were not ſo ridiculous, 
neither are we) but En 772m jarnray e This 
they affirm, and inſiſt upon; and is this any 
thing like denying bis ſupreme Divinity? Dr. 
Ai quotes Origen too as having the Word 
Deos in his Comment upon the Text, but his 
Corrector blames him for putting upon us his 
Interpreter Ryfinus in his ſtead. But does not 
Dr. Mill refer to another Place of Origen, be- 
ſides that? And even this may be Origen's own, 
and probably is; notwithſtanding the Liber- 


ties 


© Labb. Concil. Tom. I. 845. 
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ties which Rufin ſometimes took. Theſe are 
his feeble Attacks againſt the preſent Reading 
of this Paſſage; which 1s ſo glorious a Proof 
of our Saviour's Divinity, that it is no wonder 
he ſhould level his little Artillery againſt it, 
and pick up every Cavil, though contempti- 
ble and frivolous to the laſt Degree. What 
has he been contending for, and what have I 
been anſwering? Should all he has offered be 
true, a ſufficient Anſwer is contained in a fingle, 
What then? He cannot produce ſo much as 

one Manuſcript that wants the Word Sede, yet 
he would gladly raiſe Scruples in Mens Minds 
about the Genuineneſs of it, by ſuch Argu- 
ments, as, if he be half the Man he would paſs 
for, he himſelf deſpiſes. I muſt own I have 
not Words to expreſs my Deteſtation of ſuch 
a wretched Temper as he here diſcovers, and 
ſo muſt leave my Readers to reflect on it in Si- 
lence. Well, but admitting the preſent read- 
ing to be right, © the Words are of dubious Con- 
ſtruction? . Not at all: And to compliment 
him with an Alluſion to his own way of ar- 
guing, (P. 17.) had it been ſaid that Chriſt 
Was not God over all, bleſſed for ever, © the Text 
with him would have been as clear as Light”. 
The Words cannot without the greateſt Vio- 
lence be underſtood of God the Father, as 
learned Men have often ſhewn d, and J will 
not always be repeating. The Titles contain- 


ed in them, God over all, or the bleſſed God, 
are 


* See Dr. Waterland's Sermons, p. 221, Ec. Dr. Grale's 
Inſtances of Defets, &c. againſt Whiflon, p. 23, &c. 
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are not peculiar to the Father in Contraditin- 
crian to Cłriſt. No ſuch Oppoſition was in- 
tended in any of the Places where theſe Titles 
are attributed to the Father. And tis ſtrange 
that he cannot be pronounced Bleſſed, but l 
know not what Iunuendo againſt the Son muſt 
preſently be ſuſpected in it. Tertullian, Cypri- 
an and 1 were not the only Antients 
who applied the orgs to Cbriſt. As far as ap- 
pears cher all did ſo , Hereticks and Carho- 

licks, without Exception; Praxeans, Noeti- 
ans Sadelirare, urged it ſtrongly ; and yet the 
Catholicks t thoughr not of den ying the Appli- 

cation to Chriſt {however pretied with it) but 
admitted that Application. And whenever 
they * the Tide God over all, of Chriſt, 
it was when it was underſtood and offered in 2 
Sab:!iran 5 Her#*:ical Senſe; N it all 
the white in a /cunZ and u one. Clemens Re- 

man, he ſay 8, intimates that he di d not un- 

deritand the Words. oe 15 cer, &c. to be 


* 
1 
4 


Arguments. That Clemens no where in his E- 
piſtle to much 25 ſtiles Chriſt barely Gd, is 
very probably felſe Report ©; however, the 
n he gives for it is exceeding ridiculous. 

O 


Reaſc 
1 Sy —— 


— 


IE ——_ oy - — — 
932323232 — 72 rern - — - — * „% Y.-=-7 
* % % ö 2am — — W * — — 28 

- * — 4 > 

1 -.-p _— y * 4 — PRE — — * ** 

4 + £s * 4 3 — 3 44 - - a % — 

- _ — 
— * 
, SG ® 0 e 

* — * o - _ - jp # „ 


[ 167 ] 


To whom, pray, do Tz mama are g refer, 
but to S in the fame Period? And did 
Gad the Father ſuffer ? But what if Clemens did 
not ſtile Chriſt Gad? his Epiſtle was not de- 
figned to aſſert or prove his Divinity, a Point 
which was then hardly brought into Diſpute. 
And much larger Treatiſes than this Epiſtle 
of Clemens, wrote both by Antients and Mo- 
derns of unqueſtzouahye — may be 
found, where Cbriſt is nat ſe much as barely 
ſtiled Ged. Clemens generally ſtiles Chriſt 5 
Auel; by no means a low or —— 
Tide, FM the Seventy ſo ſtile Febovab, the 
God of TIſrae! i. Bur ſuppoſing this Report to 
be juſt, his Ree/7 is the merrieſt in the World. 
St. 22 had not then wrote his Goſpel, and 
Cement did not underſtand Rem. ix. v. 5. of 
Chriſt, and ſo not finding that Chriſt was 
*® called Gd in any Part of Scripture known 
to him, or then written; he did not know 
(we are left to juppoſe) Shakes Chriſt was to 
be called 00 or not. 1 defire the Reader to 


turn to the Place (p. 97, 98.) or otherwiſe he 
will think I impoſe upon 2 and miſtepre- 


ſent my Author. What? A Biſhop of Kome, 


an ageſtciical Writer, ubs bad comverfed with 
and been _- by St. Paul, (p. 98.) whoſe 


ce 


Writings were once read in the chriſtian Aſ- 
ſemblies, io ignorant of this _ Article of 
Es RESIOD, as not to know Whether he ſhould 
ſtile 
C 3 
<—4 7! 22687 pro Domes Deo zccipien 
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Nile Chriſt Ged, or not? Did not ſuch Men 
as Clemens underſtand the Chriſtian Faith be. 
fore it was committed to writing? Or were 
there not, before Clemens wrote his Epiſtle, 
ſome ſacred Writings extant in which Chriſt is 
{tiled God? Our Author here dreams as uſual. 
And I hall not interrupt his Repoſe, by de- 
bating with him the Antiquzty of the Apeſtolick 
Conſtitutions, or the Genumene)s of the larger 
Epiſties aſcribed to Ignatius. Tis ſufficient to 
ſay, that the beſt and ableſt Judges are againſt 
him 5. But 'tis a good preſumptive Argument 
in favour of our Doctrine, that the Oppoſers 
of it are forced to attempt a Reform in the Re- 
cords that contain it; and can make no Altera- 
tion in the one, without firſt changing the State 
of the other. Scriptures and Fathers muſt be 
brought to their Tribunal, ſome vetained and 
ſome rejected, contrary to the Sentiments of all 
Mankind befides; genuine ſhall be ſpurious, and 
ſpurious ſhall be genuine; and after all this learn- 
ed Legerdemain and Hecus Pacus, this traffick- 
ing and ſhuffling with Texts and Teſtimonies, 
they may perhaps be able (and then ſcarce able) 
to prove their Point. The World ſees now pretty 
clearly what they want, and they may as well 
fay plainly, once for all, give us @ nete Bible, and 
new Fathers, and we wil / diſpute the Matter 
With vou. He cites ſome Fathers here as deny- 

ing the Son to be te God ger all; and in what 

tenſe they did ſo, Euſebius would have taught 

| him, 
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him, had he but attended to his own Quota- 
tions. It was what Sabellius dared to affirm, 
and for which he was efteemed by the Church of 
God to be an Atheiſt and Blaſphemer, that they 
intended to deny; viz. That Chriſt is the Fa- 
ther himſelf, or that Father and Son are the | 
ſame Perſon. But Dr. Waterland has ſuffi- 
ciently anſwered for his Fathers, Origen h, T. | 
rencus i, Euſebius *, Cyprian; and in ſuch if 
good Hands I leave them, for our Author to "i 
reply to at his leiſure. h 
| 


He proceeds now ( Page 103.) to another 
Ser of Texts, which, he ſays, teach a Do- | 
« Erine directly oppoſite to his (Dr. Water- ” 
« land's) Hypothefis But if the former 
Texts teach Dr. Waterland's Doctrine, (and 
it has been often proved that they do) no 
other Texts of Scripture can teach a Doctrine 
directly oppoſite to it. However, let us hear 
him: He begins with Matth. xix. 17. Why 
calleſt thou me g:0d ? There is none good but one, 
that is God. But one Perſon; or elſe it vat 
ſerve our Author's Purpoſe. But the Text 

ſays nothing of Per/en; ſince it might as well 
be rendred, There is none good but Ged alone m; 
not at all determining whether that God ſub- 
{iſt in one Perſon, or mare. If there be #420 or 


More 


» Anſæer to Whitby, p 23, 24. | 

* Secend Def. p. 65, 87, 88. Mr. Alexander's Ea, p. 117. 

« Second Defenſe, p. 28, 152, 186, 187. 

| See Sernans, p. 141, 311. Second Def. p. 143, 404. Im- 
pertance, p. 345. Tziird Def. p. 117. 


* Seripture- Dedtrine pindicated. By Mr. Nælſin's Friend, 
f. 2. 
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more Perſons in the Godhead, the ſecond or 
third is not excluded from being good by this 
Text, any more than the 7%. What if the 
Son derives his Goodneſs, ( the Father only be- 
ing the original, abſolute, underived Good, Au- 
O. %);? if he has it de#rved, he has it: And 
the Queſtion is not whence he has it, but whe: 
ther he has it at all. Indeed it is probable enough 
that our Saviour only ſpoke ad Hominem, and 
corrected the Queriſt for giving him a Title pe- 


culiar to God, when he apprehended him to be 


only a Man. You give me a Title which be- 
“ longs to God alone: Do you therefore think 
e there is ſomething in me more than hu- 
« man? Or that the Father dwelleth in me? 
This you ought to believe, if you conceive 
that Title truly to belong to me; fince there 
« 7s but one that is good; that 15 God n.“ Out 
Author begins with ſaying, that © this Text 
*« was underſtood by all the Antients, as ſpo- 
« ken of God the Father, Sc. Be it ſo. And 
how did they underſtand it of the Father ? 
So as to exclude the Sen from being Good? 
Yes, he will ſay, from being the original, ſu- 
reme, underived Good. That is, from being 

the Father bimſelf. No wonder that they 
ſhould exclude the Se from being good in this 
Senſe. However, this is not making him good 
only in ſome low and inferior Senſe, as he ſeems 
to intimate by ſaying, that © the Attribute of 
* Goodneſs cannot belong to the Son in the 
| "ſame 


n Whitby on the Place. See alſo Dr. Trafp's Doctrine the 


rinity, p. 109, 110. 


* 
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00 ſame high and abſolute Senſe, in which it 1s 
« gſcribed to the Father, Sc. For it be- 
longs to him in the ſame hgh Sen/e, only not 
in the ſame high wnderived manner: Which 
was all the: Fathers meant. I am weary of 
examining his Antients, he racks them ſo cru- 
elly, and yet, after all, can force them to ſay 
ſo little to his Purpoſe. He quotes: Juſtin 
Martyr, as applying it to the Father: Dr. 
Whitby urged this before, and Dr. Waterland 
replied as follows; © You ſhould have 
added, as Fz/tin does in the ſame Place, 
« that Chriſt was a Vorm, and no Man, the 
« Scorn of Men, and the out-caſt of the People: 
And then the Reader would have ſeen plain- 
« ly what Juſtin was talking about .“ This 
Writer has not a Word to rejoin. He quotes 
Clemens Alexandrinus; who is as expreſs 
againſt him as any Thing can potiibly be, as 
appears by what Dr. Waterland has produced 
out of him: Clemens ſays, © the Father of all 
«* Things is alone perfect; immediately adding, 
For, in him is the Son, and in the Son the 
« Father.” And in another Place, He ob- 
ſerves, that no one is good, but the Father; 
adding preſently after, that he God of the 
Univerſe is one only, good, juſt Creator, the 
Son in the Father, to whom be Glory ?,” Ec. 
He takes no Notice, is filent, replies not a 
Syllable; but crawls on in his own way, as 


deaf 
® Anſwer to Whitby, p. 58, 59. | 
Second Defenſe, p. 66, 67. For Origer, (whom he like- 


wile quotes) the Reader may conſult Second Deſenſe, p. 45, 111. 
Fort her Defenſe, p. 101. 


Bru | 
deaf as the Adder that ſtoppeth ber Ears, and 
will not ſo much as hearken to thoſe who 
would direct him better. And does he expect 
to be heard with Attention, or anſwered with 
Reſpect? Having thus, as he thinks, proved 
the Son to be inferior in Goodneſs; he proceeds 
to another Text, to ſhew that he is inferior 
in Knowledge; viz. Mat. xxiv. 36. Here we 
might ſay, that the excluſive Terms extend not 
to the Sor, who 1s proved from other Texts to 
be omn/cient; But then he will argue from 
Mark Xu. v. 32. that the Son is excluded 
Name. The Queſtion then will be, 77 what 
Capacity? As Son of God, or only as Son of 
Man? Our Author indeed ſneers this Diſtin— 
ction, and calls it ab/urd and Cerinthian. But 
*tis never the worſe for that; with this Di- 
ſtinction muſt ſtand or fall the Chriſtian Re- 
ligion. We ſay then, and it has been proved, 
q that Chriſt is confidered here only as to his 
human Nature; with reſpe& to his divine, 
both he and the Hey Gho/t (who on the other 
Suppoſition would in all Probability have been 
mentioned after the Angels) know all Things. His 
rendring 89tte, uo Perſon, will ſtand him in no 
ſtead : He makes the Terms Being and Per/on 
all along equivalent; and if he be in the right 
in ſo doing, there is no manner of difference 
by which of them Seis is tranſlated. But the 
Church has agreed to call thoſe Perſons, whom 


ſhe 


3 See Dr. Wattrland's Sermons, p. 268, Sc. Second De- 
ſenſe, p. 234, &c. Dr. Trapp's Doctrine of the Trinity, p. 


I13, Tc 
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ſhe will not allow to be called Beings; and itt 
her Senſe of the Word Perſon, 0 Perſon is a 
wrong Tranſlation of Ses in this place, which 
has no Concern at all with Perſonality, and is 
only intended to exclude what we call other 
Beings, that is, Perſons entirely ſearate and 
divided, But the Knowledge of the Day of 
Judgment, he ſays, was revealed to Chriſt af- 
ter his Exaltation, &c. © The Book of the 
© Revelation is therefore called, tbe Revela- 
* tion of TFeſus Chriſt, which God gave unto 
« im, ch. i. v. 1. And what had been oþ- 


| - © {curely revealed to Daniel, was more fully 


and clearly revealed to Chriſt, as the Re- 
*« ward of his Sufferings and Redemption of 
cus“. Rev. v. 19. Now if he would give 
us leave to make uſe of that abſurd Cerinthian 
Diſtinction, this Comment might do; but o- 
therwiſe there is not a Word of Truth in it. 
The Truth is this, in reſpect of Chriſt's ne- 
diatorial Capacity, the Revelation is given by 
Ged to Chrift, to be communicated by Chriſt 
to the Church. All Things are tranſmitted 
from God the Father through Chriſt to Man; 
and Man through Cbriſt aſcends up to God the 
Father. The Text therefore is not expreſſive 
of our Lord's Illumination, but of the Method 
or Order of ours. That the Antients un- 
** derſtood the Son in the Text to be Chriſt in 
* his higheſt Capacity,” he will prove, he 
ſays, from Treneus and Origen. The Queſtion 
is, did they underſtand him to be ignorant in 
his higheſt Capacity? Will he prove the af- 

| 1 fir mativę 
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fitmative of that from Jrenæus and Origen? 
No; but he will bring ſome ſtale Things out 
of them, diſſembling and concealing, as u— 
ſual, what has been replied r. And “ to ſhew 
% how low he can deſcend in Reaſon and Ar- 
* gument”, he quotes a ſcrap out of Dr. Wa- 
terland's Firſt Defence, without taking the 
leaft notice of what the Doctor fays in his /e- 
cond, in anſwer to the very Cavil which he is 
here trumping up again. Dr. Waterland did 
alledge and prove that the Antients taught, that 
Father and Son are equal in Knowledge; and 
yet, he cries, this would have been ſaying ſome- 
thing; as if it was not ſaid. He repeats a 
Paſſage of Baſil, and gives a falſe turn to it by 
ill rendering * ; and then concludes this Article 
with a moſt romantick Afertion,that © the mo- 
derate Atbanaſians themſelves did not teach, 
that the Son was equal to the Father in abſolute 
divine Perfection; &c. But what he means 
by moderate Athanajians, and by abſolute divine 
Perfections, is hard to determine: He has very 
likely ſome Evaſion in one of thoſe Expret- 
ſions. 

The next Text which he conſiders, is John 
xiv. 28. My Father is greater than I, A Text 


which, he pretends, ſomebody ſhould bluſh to 


read; but he ought to 54 firft for miſrepre- 
ſenting 


r See Defenſe, p. 104, &c. Second Defenſe, p. 235, Ke. 
and Mr. Alexander's Eſſay, p. 129, Sc. For Ireneus, and 
for Origen, Defenſe, p. 111. Second Defenſe, p. 239. 

i Compare Defen/e, p. 106. and Second Defenſe, p. 236, 238. 

© Befenje, p. 109 112. For Bet, See Defenſe, 
p. 108. Second Deſenſe, p. 237. 
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ts]! 
ſenting them, as maintaining that the Fathet 
is not, in any reſpect, greater than the Son: 
Whereas they really tell him of two or three 
Reſpects, in which the Father is greater: 
Greater in reſpect of natural Order, and great- 
er in reſpect of æconomical Office; not to branch 
the Matter here into any farther Particulars. 
That the Father is greater than Chriſt only as 
to his human Nature, is an Interpretation which 
he derides as /ow and mean; but he may pleaſe 
to vindicate his own, in ſome Degree, from 
the ſame Imputation. Be Chriſt as exalted 
a Being as they pleaſe, yet while they make 
him a Being different from the one true God, 
and even created by him, to affitm that God is 
greater, will be true indeed, but no great Thing 
to ſay: God is infinitely greater, and muſt be 
ſo, than any thing he can make *. Whereas, 
on the orthodox Scheme, it is a great Thing; 
I 2 . and 


„It is evident from the Context, that Chriſt is ſpeaking of 
his Aſcenſion into Heaven, where as God he always is, and to 
which therefore he aſcended only as Man; and coniequently this 
low and mean Interpretation may be the right one of this Paſſage, 
and was underſtood to be ſo by ſeveral of the Fathers. See An 
An ſwer to Dr. Clarke and Mr. Whiſton, &c. p. 56. 

x See A Diſſertation en Matter and Spirit: By Mr. Jackſon. 
Where (p. 55, 56) he ſays, The true Reaſon why the ſupreme 
«« ſ{elf-exiltent God cannot be incarnate, or united to any mas 
& terial Body, is the e/ential Infinity of his Nature, whereby 
«© he is neceſſarily pre/znt to all Things equally ” ; But 
*© the Exiſtence of the intelligent Part of all created. Beings 
(N. B. Such he makes Chriſt to be) united to Matter, is des 
*« termined and circumicribed by it: And therefore probabl 
no created (Chriſt himſelf, upon his Principles) Agent hat 
much Extenſion ”. If this Philoſophy, or Divinity, be true, 
it is, as I obſeryed above; ne great Thing for Chriſt to ſay, My 
Father, &c. | 
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and worthy of the Wiſdom from which it pro- 
ceeded; as it reſerves to the Father the ſole 
Privilege of being Unbegotten and Unoriginate, 
and maintains and eſtabliſhes the Filiation and 
proper Subordination of the Son. And there- 
fore our Saviour does not ſay abſolutely, God is 
greater than I, but my Father, &c. He re- 
peats ſome Things out of Juſtin Martyr y, 
Irencus *, Tertullian a, Origen d, and others e; 
which the Reader will find adjuſted in the Re- 
ferences, and which this Writer ſhould have 
replied to. What he ſays Biſhop Bull has con- 


feſſed, Dr. Waterland often confeſſes likewile ; 


vg. that the Son, as God, is leſs than the Fa- 
ther; /e/s in reſpect of Order, not Nature: 
Upon which account the Doctor ſcruples not 
to confeſs likewiſe, that the Son is greater than 
the holy Spirit d. He blunders on (in page 
115) and joyns two Texts as parallel; one of 
which gives the Title of only true God to the 
Father, as is plain, and acknowledged alſo by 


the Antients; while the other as plainly gives 


the Title of true God to the Son, acknowledg- 
ed alſo by the Antients univerſally. And as 
they did not underſtand the Son, in one, exclu- 


ive 


Y Anſwer to Whitby, P- 41, 55, 57. Z Fecond De- 
fenſe, p. 66. 78.88. See allo Alexander's Eſſay, p. 178. 

= Compare Second Defenſe, p. 204, 98, 100, 103, 104. 

b See the general Account of Origen, Second Defenſe, p. 347, 
Kc. Third Defenſe, p. 116. | 

© As Dionyfius of Alexandria, concerning whom ſee Third 
Defenſe, p. 118. and Theogno/tus, See 1bid. 121. Sirmian Coun- 
cil, Second Defenſe, 296, 318. 

4 Sermons, p. 191. Crit, Hiſt, of the Athanaſian Creed, 
p. 260. ſecond Edition. | 
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froe of the Father, or in Oppoſition to him; ſo 
neither did they underſtand the other of the 
Father excliſive of the Son, or in Oppoſition to 
him. As to John xvii. 3. nobody can doubt 
of the Title of only true God, being applied to 
the Father: And there needs no Authority of An- 
te- Nicenes, or Poſt-Nicenes, for ſuch Applicati- 
on. All the Queſtion is about the Inference or 
Conſequence, which Arians draw from it. Let 
this Writer ſhew that any of the Fathers here- 
upon excluded the Son from the one true God- 
bead. That he has not, nor ever can ſhew. 
For the Poſt-Nicenes, let Hilary © anſwer; and 
the Senſe of Ante-Nicenes may be judged of 
from Nevatian t. What he produces is wide 
and foreign to his purpoſe; not Comments on 
Jol xvii. 3. And Dr. Waterland has 8 proved 
that the other Text, 1 John v. 20. is to be ap- 
plied to Chriſt, and that the Antients ſo ap- 
ply it. In page 120th, he proceeds to another 
exhauſted Topick, that of Worſhip; and tells 

3 us 


* Debitus Patri a Filio Honor redditur, cum dicit, te Solum 
rerum Deum: Non tamen ſe Filius a Dei veritate ſecernit, cum 
adjungit, & quem miſiſti Feſum Chriflum. Non habet interval- 
lum Confeſſio Credentium, quia in ztrogue Spes Vitæ eſt: Nec 
Deus verus ab eo deficit qui in Conjunctione ſuccedit non 
Patris & Filii Veritas & Divinitas ſub aliqua aut Significationis 
aut Dilationis diverſitate diſcernitur, ſed ad gignentis & geniti 
Confeſſionem Fides Religionis inftituitur. Trin. Lib. iii. p- 815. 

Si noluiſſet ſe etiam Deum intelligi, cur addidit, & quem 
i Feſum Chriftum, niſi quoniam & Deum accipi voluit ? See 
Dr Waterland's Defenſe, p. 8, 9. | 

ö Sermons, p. 206, Sc. Second Defenſe, p. 50, 56, 58. 
Importance, 271. « 

N. B. For what he ſays of Athanaſius, ſee Thirlby's Anſwer to 
WVhiſten, p. 44, 45. And Defenſe of the Anſwer, p. 81, Se. 
Dr. Waterland's Defenſe, p. 427. Second Defenſe, p. 490. 
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us that Luke xi. 2. John xvi. 23, and 1 Tim. il. 
5. inſtruct us in the Object of Chriſtian Wor- 
* ſhip '; that the Father is the alone ſupreme 
* and ultimate Object of our Adoration and 
.* Prayer”, Are there then two Objects of 
Worſhip ? Or is Chriſt not to be worſhipped 
at all? The latter, . one would think, from his 
ſaying that the Scriptures never direct us to pray 
to Chriſt, That the Command of Chriſt, and 
the Practice of bis Apoſtles, concur in the fer- 
ing up all Prayer aud religious Worſhip to the 
Father, &c. Then there is none to be offered 
to Chriſt according to this Man; againſt whom 
conſequently the very Socinians will reclaim, 
and not own him to be a Chriſtian h. As to 
what he ſays of the Practice of the Apoſtles, it is 
notoriouſly falſe i; and if their Practice be any 
Rule or Direction to us, we are obliged to wor- 
ſhip Chriſt; and if he is to he worſhipped, he 
is one with the Father, to make the Object one; 
and a Creature cannot be a proper Object. Ves, 
he can, ſays our Author in effect; the Worſhip 
of Chriſt is founded not on his divine Nature er 
Eſſence, but on his becoming Man, &c. Impi- 
ous Nonſenſe! and can tend to nothing but to 
make Men imagine, that all that Chriſt did in 
theWork of our Redemption, was only to pro- 
mote his own Honour and Advancement “. 
„ 8 How- 


> See Remarks on Clarke's Catecbiſin, p. 22. i id. 
p. 11, 12. | | 3 

Agreeably to which the Diſſertat ion on Matter, &c. ſays, 
„that the Union of a material Body was * capable of 
** adding Increaſe of Glory and Happineſs to that Being, who, 
** before he took it, was in the Form of God”. p. 51, 52. 
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However, if any Man wants to fee ſuch ſort of 
Divinity ſolidly confuted, he may pleaſe to 
conſult the References kx. He will there ſee a 
full Anſwer to what this Author talks, about 
Man, and Mediator, and Fudge, and Worſhip 
given by Command; all _— and abſurd; 
and overthrown by one ſingle Diſtinction be- 
tween the Foundation, and the moving Reaſons 

of Worſhip. 
„The ancient Book, entitled the Apoſto- 
* lical Conſtitutions", is of very little Autho- 
rity in this Controverſy; and yet it has Pray- 
ers and Doxologies directed to Chrift l. Poly- 
carp glorifies God, through Chriſt, as the eter- 
nal High Prieſt; and he concludes the Doxo+ 
logy with aſcribing Glory to God with Chriſt, 
as well as through him m. The Man ſeems 
not to know what makes for his Cauſe, and 
what againſt it. Tuſtin Martyr's Principle 
is n, that God alone is to be worſhipped ; and yet 
he declares, we worſhip Father, Son, and the 
Prophetick Spirit. Yes, but by Command. 
What then? We are commanded to worſhip 
the Father himſelf; beſides, we ſhould never 
have worſhipped a Perſon by Command, who 
had not an antecedent Right to our Worſhip 
in Reaſon and Nature. The Paſlage in Melito 
I 4 18 


* Firft and Second Defence, Qu. xvi, xvii. Sermons, Preface, 
and p. 176. Remarks, &c. p. 10, 11, &c. 

See Remarks on Clarke's Catechiſm, p. 16, 17, 18. Second 
Defenſe, p. 408. ſecond Ed. alias 403. 

® Anſwer to Whitby, p. 47, 48. Second Defenſe, p. 403. 

® Defenſe, p. 256. Sermons, p. 299, 300. Second Defenſe, 


pP. 386, 394+ 
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is this, 'Ouz 2oper Aiftwy xd EH de n Eν 
Sreamurel, G] H Ges, T6 Te n,ẽx, o 


fn TuvTay, i T8 Xe4o7e aue, wins Us Noyes 
re Ab, £01429 FonothuTai o. We are not 
* Worſhippers of ſenſeleſs Stones; but we are 
e the Worthippers of the only God, who is 


ce before, all, and above all, and alſo of his 


“ Chriſt, who is truly God the Word before 


« Ages: | from Eternity. | JI muſt acquaint the 
Reader, that en is a conjectural Emendation, 
but a very juſt and neceſſary one.; as may be 
ſeen in the Author referred to o. It is plain 
that the Paſſage wants ſome Amendment, and 
accordingly Writers on both Sides the Que- 
ſtion, have attempted to make ſome. Samuel 
Crellius (under the Name of Artemonus ) in- 
ſerts & before the Words tower bproveurui, but 
without any Authority, or any Advantage to 
the Text. Dr. Grabe drops the Word #m, 
but Meſſeling changes it into (what it was 
probably written at firſt) n. Cum ergo ( ſays 
he) fole clarius diluceſcat illud à libris exu- 
lare, & oratio hiulca videatur, quis dubitabit, 
zuin fuerit a Melitone ſcriptum, en T4 Ket- 
ers, x. T. A. Hoc fi recipiatur, oma optime de- 
current, It is an eaſy Thing for the Librari- 
aus to miſtake a Letter, and write a 7 for a 7, 
and he gives Inſtances of ſuch Miſtakes. But 
it is very improbable that Melito ſhould go 
contrary to other ancient Apologiſts, who 


both 


See FVeſling. Probabiliim Liver. c. x. p. 83, &c. Frane- 
17. Compare Grabs's Notes upon Biſhop Bull's DP. < 
N. p. $6. 5 
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poth call Chriſt God, and mention him as the 
Object of Chriſtian Worſhip ; eſpecially ſince 
we are told by one in Euſebius, that he, as 
well as Irencus, was one of thoſe who in their 
Writings, Chriſtum Deum ſimul atque hominem 
predicarunt, But to return to the Country 
Clergyman, who has ſtrangely murdered this 
Paſſage, by leaving out the four laſt Words, 
leſt his Readers ſhould ſee plainly from Melito, 
that Chriſt ought to be worſhipped. We 
worſhip the only God, ſays he, who is before 
all, and above all, even above Chriſt himſelf, 
who is truly God the Word, Dextrouſly done! 
To exclude Chriſt from Worſhip, by virtue 
of a Paſſage which expreſly zncludes him in 
the Object of it. Irenæus calls upon the Fa- 
ther, the only true Goa, through Feſus Chriſt. 
What News he tells us! Why, Irenæus was a 
Chriſtian: Only he teaches that Jeſus Chriſt 
is to be invocated himſelf *, and not merely 
the Father, through him ; which perhaps may 
diſcredit him with ſome People. Clemens 
Alexandrinus ſays, God the Word joins with us 
in Hymns of Praiſe; and Teſus, the one eternal 
High Prieſt of the one God the Father, prays for 
Men, News again ! But does not Clemens alſo 
call the Son 7ruly God *, and only God, &c. 
and is he not expreſs for worſhipping him? 
There is no Dzfficulty in theſe different Repre- 

od {entations 


p Defenſe, p. 249, 258, 272. Second Defenſe, 388, 396. 
Mr. Alexander's Eſlay, 91 18. 1. 
1 See Defence, p. 249, 257. Second * p. 89 —96. 
387. "i | 
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ſentations of Clemens's Doctrine upon Catholic 
Principles; let our Author reconcile them up- 
on his, when he is able. The Paſſage which 
he brings from Origen's Book againſt Cel/us, 
has been clear'd by Dr. Waterland *. And as 
for the other out of the Book concerning 
Prayer, ſuppoſing it really to be Origen's, 
it muſt be of ſmall Account ; becauſe contra- 
dicted in a certainly genuine Piece, which con- 
rains Orzgen's laſt, and matureſt Thoughts. 
To crown the whole, he cites Euſebius; which 
is almoſt as pertinently done of him, as if the 
Orthodox were to confute him out of Atha- 
nafus. However, Euſebius never intended to 
exclude the Son from being only God t, or from 
being worſhipped u. From the Premiſes he 
draws a Concluſion entirely worthy of his 
own great Learning and Logic, that the Fa- 
ther only is to be worſhipped in the Big, 
ſtrict and proper Senſe, &c. the Son in ſome 
mediate and ſubordinate Senſe, and the Holy 
Ghoſt in u Senſe at all: And this Senſeleſs 
Account would he palm upon us for he Do- 
ctrine of the antient Church w. 
He has two Texts more to conſider, before 
he concludes his Treatiſe, as he calls it, viz. 


Prov. viii. 22. Colgſ. i. 15. The firſt of theſe 
| Texts 
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* Second Defenſe, 399, 400. See alſo Firſt Defenſe, p. 250, 
258. Second Defenſe, p. 69, 109, 388, 396. Remarks en 


Claree's Catechiſin, p. 13. Second Defenſe, p. 402. 
See Second Defenſe, 159. id. p. 411. Com- 
pare, p. 153. „Which how falſe it is ſee Sermons, 


p. 191, 299, 390, Kc. Remarks on Clarke's Cat, p. 11, 12. 
B:ngos7's Antiqu. B. xiii. c. 2. Sect. 4. p. 62. Fc. 890 Ed. 
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Texts now muſt be meant of Chriſt the Son of 
| God, though a certain Country Clergyman once 
told us, that moft probably it is not meant of 
Wiſdom the Perſon , the , but of Wif- 
dom, the Attribute of God, op,. But he was 
then arguing againſt the eternal Generation, 
which this Paſſage in its Application to Chriſt, 
might be thought to favour; and therefore it 
was not to be ſo applied ; But now he wants 
to prove Chriſt a Creature, to which Purpoſe 
he judges this Text may be uſeful, and there- 
fore it ſhall be ſo applied. This looks as if, 
when he has an Hypothefis to ſerve, he will ne- 
ver want a Pretenſe to ſupport it. But whe- 
ther he will pleaſe to allow us to underſtand 
it of Wiſdom the Perſon, or Wiſdom the Attri- 
'bute; as neither of them really was created, ſo 
no ſuch Creation can be proved from this Paſ- 
ſage. Moſt of the Yerfions, and the beſt Cri- 
ticks, confirm the Tranſlation which is given 
in our common Bibles, The Lord poſſeſſed, &c. 
And I do not know any Thing that ought to 
recommend it more, unleſs it be this Gentle- 
man's Diſapprobation. The preſent Reading 
in the LXX, may poſſibly be a corrupt one v; 
or, howeyer, ſuppoling it genuine, there is no 
Reaſon to believe that they, ( or the Fathers 
who uſed the ſame ſort of Expreſſion after 
them ) intended it in the Senſs which we now 
affix to the Word created; but rather in the 


Senſe 


Collection of Queriis, p. 82. Mr. Alexander? 
Eſſay, Þ+ 179 : 
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Senſe of conſtituting or affointing *, which is 
the Senſe given by Euſebius 3 himſelf, All this 
he has often heard before; yet he is neither 

willing to Aſſent, nor able to Anſwer. With 
reference to the other Text, Clef. 1. 15. 
There, an Atha %%, * owns that the Word 
e A D E Se the ſame as T;wrin- 


. 


9 


c: An Argum nent, by which we muſt, ro 
be ſure, 8 abſolute] Iv Gent Bur leaving 
bim ull Poſſem̃on of his Tfigore, he r0- 
mances * abominably in the next Para- 
graph; where he ſays, that the Antienrs 
a underſtanding the two preceding Texts, in 
« the:r plain and obvious Senſe, to teach chat 
6 Chriſt, the Wa 7 . iſatm of Goo, was 
s created, never ſcrupled to affirm an 3 profeſs 
that he was 2 ae 3 y. if the 

ntients were fo frank and liberal of ſuch 
Frmatiens and Profeſpens, I Cruple not to 
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arm and profeſs, that this Man is 2 very poor 
Writer, Dae. to produce better Teſtim ONIES out 
of them. But I believe be is not to be blame 
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cular; „The Apoſtolical Conſtitutians ſtile the 
Son, that Wiſdom which Gad created. They 
do ſo; however I find, that in another Place 
they expreſsly declare that the Son was begot- 
ten, not created >. Either, therefore, let their 
Evidence be ſer aſide as inconſiſtent and null, 
or rather, let what they ſay in Alluſion to the 
Septuagint-V erfim of Pr. viii. 22. be inter- 
preted "conformably y to the er own plain Words. 
He tells us from Dr. Cave, that © 2Me!it5 wrote 
a Treatiſe concerning the Cr eaticn cf Cirift.” 
Ang in What Senſe this is to be underſtood, 
Dr. Caves own Words would fr informed 
him ©. Not to mention here, that this Trea- 
tiſe of Ac!its's has another Title i in Euſebius d, 
it is very well known that the Antients meant 
no more by the Creation, than the Orthodox 
1 now by the Generation of Chriſt . One 
vould think by what he ſays of Tertullian, 
that that Father WAS making 2 direct Cempari- 
ſen between Fg only- begotten Weird the 
„ Son”) and the Father, with 2 profeſſe 


Ter, , Kn. Lil. 7. c. 42. Lais. Con. Tor 


8 n Codices legu: Tees x ice, 
4e Creations f Grner ariume Cori, ve petu Droculdubio habit 
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Deſign to ſhew that the Father is prior, more 
powerful, and mightier than the Son. But 
Tertullian is there purſuing a very different 
Argument. Hermogenes, againſt whom he 
writes, aſſerted Matter to be eternal, unmade, 
* and unbegotten; in ſhort, ſelexiſtent in the 


« 


A 


higheſt Senſe. Jertullian thought it might 
be an Argument, ad Hominem, againſt Her- 
te mogenes, that he hereby made Matter, in 
* ſome Senſe, higher than even God the Son; 
* while he ſuppoſed it abſolutely anderi ved, 
* and in no Senſe derived, or begotten at all; 
* which was more than could be ſaid of God 
te the Son, who was begotten, and proceeded of 
* the Father f. What if Tertullian, in this 
Caſe, inſtead of generated, or the like, uſed 
the Word made? Correcter and more cauti- 
ous Writers than Tertullian, in the heat of 

iſpute, ſometimes make Uſe of unwary Ex- 
preſſions. If he could baffle and ſilence his 
Adverſary by this Argument, he had his 
End 8; he would not anſwer for the Juſtneſs 
of it any farther, or be willing to have his 
Faith and religious Opinions tried by it. Ir is 
certain from other Places in his Works, that 
he held God the Son, as well as God the 
Father, to be eternal and immutable h; and, 
in ſhort, that both, with the Holy Ghoſt, are 


the one God. Nay, even in this very Chap- 
ter 


f Second Defenſe, p. 104. | | 

Bull. D. F. N. p. 235. See the greateſt Part of that (io) 
Chapter. 

Second Defenſe, p. 103. concerning Tertullian, fee from 


5p. 97 to 105. 
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ter i, he ſuppoſes that though Matter was not, 
yet the ay or Wiſdom, was always in and 
with the Father. Clemens Alexandrinus has 
been conſidered before; he alludes to that 
Text in the Proverbs, which all the Fathers 
allude to, who ſpeak at any Time after the 
_ fame manner. But ſpeaking of Viſdom, as 
being appointed Head over the Works of 
God k, is not making the Sen a Creature. 
Origen has been miſunderſtood, and hardly 
uſed; and this Author, it ſeems, is reſolved 
that he ſhall ſtill ſuffer the ſame Treatment, 
though he has been ſufficiently vindicated l. 
In the ſame Manner, and to the ſame Pur- 
poſe, he rakes up all the Dirt that has been 
thrown at ® Dionyſius of Alexandria, Gregory 
Thaumaturgus n, and Theognoſtus of o Alexan- 
dria; * hoping and endeavouring by all 
Means, that ſome at laſt may flick. © Pie- 
* 7145, another eminent Scholar of Origen, 


*< taught 


i Adverſ. Hermog. c. 18. * Second Defenſe, p. 95. 
See Dr. Waterland's Second Defenſe, p. 347352. 
Dr. Berriman's third Sermon. 


m See Sermons, p. 314. Second Defenſe Pref. 5. x. 9. 46 
9 Third Defenſe, * 119. "2 "I 
_ ® See Firſt Defenſe, p. 418. Second Defenſe, Pref. p. x. 
Third Defenſe, p. = 2 . l 

See Bull, D. F. Nicen. p. 135. Dr. Vaterland's Third 
Defenſe, p. 121. 

* Thele, as our Author obſerves, were Scholars and Follow- 
er: of Origen ; and therefore, tis a good Preſumption, were as 
Orthodox as Origen himielf has been proved to be. But then 
again, this very Relation to Origen might be the reaſon of their 
being ſuſpected and miſrepreſented by ſuch Men as Epiphanias, 
Jerom, and Photius; who are known to Have been in this Caſe 


prejudiced (and not what this Writer calls than, 2nexcepiionabie} 
Witneſſes, | „ 


3 
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*© tau ght the ſame Doctrine. What Doctrine 
is cha” ? © That the Son and Spirit were Crea- 
* tures of the Father.” Does Photius, whom 
he brings as his Voucher, ſay any ſuch. 
Thing? Expreſsly the contrary ; that his Sen- 
timents, with reſpect to the Father and the 
Son were prous "; only he uſed the Terms 
89125 and gvazis ( Subſtances and Natures ) amt} 
* Uno, (for Hyprſtajis or Perſon.) But 
concerning the Spirit (this is the Paſſage 
quoted by our Author) he dogmatized dange- 
rouſly, for he ſaid that he was excelled in Glo- 
ry by the Father and Son d. Photius does not 
ſay that he abſolutely made the Spirit a Creas 
ture; much leſs that he taught Sor and Sprrity 
_ both, to be Creatures of the Father. If Euſes 
ius calls the Son, © the perfect Creature, 
Sc. He grew wiſer afterwards, and cons 
tradicted it r; and if he affirmed it to be 
the Doctrine of the Catholick Church, that the 
Holy Spirit was made by the Son, he was as 
much miſtaken as ever Man was. But why 
does this poor Man diſturb the Aſhes of the 
Dead, rather than ſuffer one Error of the An- 
tients to ſleep with them? Alexander 5 of 
Alexandria has been ſhewn to be in the Cas 
tholic 


„ "Avg afth 2 mids xþ vis cvorCas e. Pbotii Bib: 
p. 300. Rot homagi. 

Laer gi 734 Ts TVd WTO x. . A. CCN, 38 an 408 
auß dg Y T2 vis amopdones dots. Photii Bib. p. 300. Rothomagts 
16 

3 Defenſe, p. 156, 338. 

See Dr. Waterland's Second N p. 47, 294. Third 
Defenſe, p. 123. 
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tholic Hypotheſis; and let his own Words 
contain his Faith, being of more Weight than 
his falſe Accuſer's. This is what he has been 
able to produce from the Antients, in order 
to prove that they © never ſcrupled to affirm 
* and profeſs, that he (the ord and Wiſdem 
* of God) was a Creature. How miſera- 
bly he has failed is ſo very viſible, that there 
is no farther Need of Words to ſhew it. 
Theſe Afirmations and Profeſſions are dwindled 
away into Suſpicions, Miſrepreſentations, or 
Alluſions to the wrong Tranſlation of the 
Seventy of Prov. viii. 22. But had the An- 
tients really been in his Sentiments, tis ſtrange 
that they ſhould not abound with ſuch Ar- 
nations and Profeſſions, as well as he does. He 
had not then been forced to glean and pick up 
Scandal for want of bettet Evidence, but would 
confront us with their own plain Aſſertions, 
that the Son and Spirit are Creatures. But as 
he wiſely obſerves, (and what uſe the Obſer- 
vation is of to his Cauſe, I cannot ſee,) they 
&« would nat diminiſh him (cur bleſſed Savicur) 
« by uſing Expreſſioms in any degree leer, than 
« what they thought were warranted by Scrip- 
te fure. And, pray, where are they warrant- 
ed by Scripture to call him a Creature? Tis 
in vein therefore, by his own Argument, to 
expect any ſuch Afirmations or Profeſſions from 
them. | 

Nothing temains now but his Criclufien ; 
where he tells his Reader, (and no Reader 
would have diſcovered it without being told, 
K that 


* 
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that he has laid before bim the unanimous Senſe 
of the antient Church, with the utmoſt Sincerity 
and Care. I have given ſome Inſtances of his 
Sincerity and Care; but not to burden the Rea- 
der's Memory too much, I defire him at pre- 
ſent only to remember Pierius. He has ſhewn 
too, he ſays, that Dr. Water/and's Doctrine 
is a merely fie; ticus Defrine, directiy repugnant 
to the Catholic Doctrine, &c. Ves, juſt as Zeno 
ſhewed there was ns Motion; and Anaxagoras, 
that Snaw 15 not white; and Cardan, that Man is 
nat an Animal; and M colſton, that Scripture re- 
lates uo real Miracles; and a learned modern 
, Philoſopher, that there is a 14% Number, nei- 

ther even, nor cdd. This fctiticus Dectrine of 
Dr. Waterland's, he allows however to be as 
old as the fourth Century; when it was propa- 
gated by the fuperſtiticus Werſhippers of Relicks 
and Saints, This Piece of Hiſtory, it ſeems, 
is of the vitionary Kind; built upon Daniel and 
the Revelations, by Mr. Fb:/icn and Sir Iſaac 
Newton ; and implicitly ſwallowed by this 
Writer. It falls out unfortunately for them, 
that Cænſtantius (the Arian Emperor) about the 
Year 350, bens the Practice of tranſlating Re- 
licks into the New -buile Churches: Therefore 
Po not the At hanaſians bear all the Burden, nor 
he Fre Blame. But what this little Coin- 
cidence (if all were true that is pretended) has 
to do with the Queſtion, I ſee not: But moſt 
of it is mere Dream; nor did the N rſbip of 
Saints commence till long after. Af ans firſt 
paved the way to it by Creature: ccorſtip: And 
I they 
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they defended it by ſuch Diſtinctions as the 
Papiſts do theirs. The Man of Sin grew up 
with Arianiſin, and helped to uſher in thoſe 
devouring Locuſts, both Mahometiſm and Po- 
fery. The Profeſſors of the latter were pre- 
pared for the worſt Part of their Corruptions, 
their Idolatry, by the Idolatry of the Arians; 
and Proſelytes were more eaſily gained tothe for- 
mer, when they had been previouſly inſtructed 
that Chriſt was but a Creature; and conſequent- 
ly that it was not impoſſible but that God might 
ſend a greater than he. Bur it is the way of 
this Writer to charge upon others falſely, what 
his own Party have been manifeſtly guilty of. 
Thus, for Inſtance, the charge of Eccigſiaſtical 
Tyranny recoils ſtrongly upon the Head of his 
Friends, the Arians; who have been as great 
Tvrants and Perſecutors as ever lived upon the 
Face of the Earth, Pagans before and Papiſts 
after them not excepted. So again, what he 
intimates of the Catholic DoErine's being bor- 
rowed and derived from the Valentinians, is 
true of his own Hereſy. For 'tis a plain Caſe, 
that the Valentinians were Fore-runners of the 
Arians in ſome of their diſtinguiſhing Tenets; 
as Athana/ius obſerved long ago :.. He tells us 
from Or:igey, that there were Heretichs who 
dared to afirm tes Geds; © ſuch (adds he) 
* were the Marcianites. Particularly (as he 
as been informed before) Apelles of that Tribe; 
who introduced a ſecond God, and a created, 
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and inferior God ; and fo far, the Arians copied 
after him. So far, this Titheiſt or Ditbeiſt 
copies after him himſelf; who will not be con- 
tent with one God; but will have a great God, 
and a little God: Or one ſupreme God, and o- 
ther inferior Gods, like the Pagans. But I 
have done with him: He only goes on to i 
repreſent and calumniate both the Catholic 
Doctrine and its Advocates in ſuch a manner, 
as to deſerve an Anſwer which no private Per- 
ſon is authorized to give. This would not be 
to diſcourage and quaſh Truth by human Aut hori- 
ty, but to cenſure moſt flagrant Hereſy, pro- 
pagated with Rage and Rugene/s, by thoſe who 
have their Power from ab5ve, He is, I think, 
the properer Object of the Authority here in- 
tended, becauſe (in p. 24.) he ſounds the Trum- 

pet to his Brethren ?9 unte, in order to abs/;/h 
and deſtroy all Ecclęſiaſtical Authority, uſurping 
Dominion over their Faith and Conſciences: 
Threatning Language, and betraying more 
of a Spirit of Faction and Sedition, than of 
Chriſtian Liberty, or Modeſty. 


Rode, Caper, vitem, tamen hinc cum ſtabis ad aras, 
In tua quod fundi cernua felt, erit. 


However, this concerns not Dr. Vaterland 
at all, who pleads for no human Authority; but 
merely for an Ad of Obedience to God, vix. 
renouncing Communion with Hereticks, This is 

maintaining 


Second Defenſe, p. 310 Peilabe. Hær. 47. p. 98, 99. 
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maintaining the Truth, diſcharging an upright 
Conſcience, and inſtructing true and faithful 
Chriſtians what to think, and how to behave in 
a very important Point of Conduct. Whether 
our Author will at laſt fit down in Shame and 


Silence (though he ſeems to me to think them, 


the ſame thing) I am not at all ſolicitous to 
know. In all Appearance, the Symptoms of 
the Caccethes are fo ſtrong upon hir, that he 
will till perſiſt ro expoſe his Credic and his 
Cauſe. He has indeed this Felicity above moſt 
Men, that he has very near done his worſt to- 
wards both, and has almoſt obtained the Privi- 
lege of ſaying what he will, without any danger 
of injuring either. And upon this Account, 
as I take it, he has no reaſon to be angry with 
the Author of theſe Obſervations, who is very 
probably the laſt Perſon, who will be idle e- 
nough to pay him the Civility of a publick 
' Anſwer. Having thus made my Court to him, 
by reminding him of this ſmall Obligation, I 
have in Concluſion a ſmall Favour to beg of 
him, which it will be no Trouble to him to 
grant: And that is, that if he determines to 
proceed in the ſame Argument, he would pro- 
ſecute it by the ſame Means, and continue to 
write 1n the ſame Manner; with the ſame 
Violence and Blindneſs of Paſſion, the fame 
Virulence of Language, the fame utter Diſ- 
regard of . Decency and Truth. Go on, 
great Genius, thus to write for your Cauſe, 

till you have wrote it down; — till your 
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Reputation as an Author, which (ſince you 
have been left unſupported) you have been ſo 
generous as to ſhew you had no Right to, 
be entirely loſt; - till you have neither 
Friend, nor Adverſary left; the one being 
aſhamed to own your Acquaintance, and the 
other deſpiſing you as below Notice. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


2 | I omitted to take Notice of his 
Miſrepreſentation of Dr. Waterland, 
— (Page 17.) with reſpect to 2 Cor. i. 
24. Not for that we have Dominion cver your 
Faith, &c. Here he tells us that the Doctor 
ſays, the Text is of obſcure Meaning; and pre- 
tends as if be knew not what to make of it. 
The Doctor ſays, (Page 200 of the Impor- 
tance ) that © the Phraſe of having Dominion 
over ones Faith, though a Scripture Phraſe, 
is of obſcure Meaning.” Where is the Hurt 
of this? Numberleſs Scripture Phraſes are ve- 
ry chſcure: Elſe, the Labours of numberleſs 
learned Men have been very ill employed. 
But this Writer will fay, tbe Hurt of it is, 
that it is /7alſe: © For the Senſe of the Text,“ 
ſays he, © is plain enough.” That the Senſe of 
the Text is not ſo very plain, but rather ve- 
ry 0b/cure, I ſhall now ſhew him, by giving 
the varicus Interpretations of ſome of the beſt 
Commentators upon the Place ; which it will 
be hard to account for, without allowing the 
Phraſe to be of obſcure Meaning, 1 will begin 
with Eraſmus. Vide num hic ſenſus accipi po, 
/i*, dominamur vobis propter fidem, vel fide! 
K 4 gratia, 
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gratia; wut more Grecorum fubaudiatur. £121. 
Graca fic habent, S Gn noe 1#00p4y d Th M5 Te 
ws. Atque ut ita ſentiam, facit articulus poſt v Ju 
poſi Tus; aliogut magts convemebat Ti, d m- 
mec. Licet Chryſoſtomus nthil offendatur Arti- 
culo. Heac autem dicit, quod ante dixerat par- 
cens, velut alioqut ſœviturus. Non eft autem 
Dominium, 1% cum peccatum oft alicubi: Sed 
in fide nondum pecearant, qua firm! ſtabant; li- 
bidine, content ione, diſſidiiſgue peccarant : Id 
zgitur © derbi mitigat bac ration. In hanc ſeu- 
tentiam  Chryſoſtomus. Weopbylactus, in cœte- 
ris mecum faciens, de tranſpoſito articulo nul- 
lum mowet ſerupulum : Qganquam & alter ſen- 
fus probe habet, Fides libera eſt, Dominium 
neceſſitatis eſt, t inter pretatur Ambroſius. 
Hæc animado ertenda nobis, qui fidet ac religio- 
nis titulo ad tyrannidem abutimur. Nec alio 
fortaſſis fludio quidam cupimus Orbem redigi 4d 
profeſſionem Chriſti, quam ut ipſi latins regnemus. 
Qui ſubigunt Turcas, ne ſhectent dominium 
aut fpredam w. Duod fi ad vos non 
Vent — cer to promiſeram , & non veniendi 
juſta cauſa fuit. Id enim fect, ut vcbis parce- 
rem. Nam ſi veniſſem, cum virga veniſſem ( ut 
in priore Epiſtola minatus ſum) hoc eſt, vos gra- 
is propier illud incęſti flagitium caſtigaſſem. 
Diet quis: Eigene nos tam paruve fiduciæ & 
conſtantiæ eſſe putas, ut tuam præſentis Caſti- 
gationem ferre nequeamys? Ego vero non puto. 
Scio enim, ves in fiducta conſtantes efſe : nec eam 
wobis derogo, fed gaudii veſiri rationem habee. 

Nam 


» Eritici facri in Loc. 
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Nam fi vos praſens caſtigaſſem, ea res vobis 
(ut de me taceam) dolorem feciſſet, qui dolor 
nunc aberit. ve teen autem, quod derogare 
vertimus, eſt non ſolum dominum eſſe, ſed etiam 
dominum fieri & potiri: Sicut ante de EqnAwes 
ſeripſimus : Ut fit wereuery The merews, dominum 
e facere fiduciæ alterius : Hoc ęſt, alteri fidu- 

cram & robur detrabere, & eſſe negare. Caſtel- 
lio. —— Oſtendiſſet Paulus je velle dominari 
Corinthiis fidei nomine, ſi ſuo jure exegiſſet ab 
illis alimenta & veſtes w. Vatablus. Eft av- 
Sve . Videbatur enim imperigſe dixiſſe non 
parcens: Itaque removet a ſe banc ſuſpicionem. 
Nihil volumus a wvobis crea: mfi que Chriftus 
pracepit. Si quid pro noftro libitu 1mponere- 
mus, hoc efſet dominatum exercere in fidem, 
ut hic, in populum peculiarem Deo, ut 1 Pet. 
v. 3. * Grotius. —— Eft autem dominari, 
prœeſſe cum oſtentatione poteſtatis , eaque abutt 
ad privata commoda: Quid non ſolum a Præ- 
latis Eccleſiaſticis abeſſe debet, verum etiam a 
ſecularibus x. Our on Commentators, Ham- 
mond and Whitby, give different E 
of the Place; the ſame in Effect with the firſt 
and laſt above recited. Mr. Locke 1s different 
from them all : Not that I pretend to 


fſuch a Dominion over your Faith, as to re- 
«c 


© quire you to believe what I have taught you, 
without coming to you, when I am ex- 
pected, there to maintain and make it good; 
tor it is by that Faith you ſtand; but J for- 
| | N. 1-143 


w Critici ſacri in Loc. ; 
* Biblia Maxima De La Haye in Loc, 
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bore to come, as one concerned to preſerve 
and help forwards your Joy, which I am 
render of, and therefore declined coming to 
you, whilſt 1 thought you in an Eſtate 
that would require Severity from me, that 
would trouble you y.“ Biſhop Hare ſays, 


the Meaning of the Apoſtle had been com- 
plete, had he ſtopped at Vugy; © why then 
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does he add u, mew; to due over your 
Faith? Not to make any Diſtinction, as 
if he had Dominion over them in one Re 
ſpect, but not in another; no, he was not 
their Lord, had no Derinicn over thei in 
any Senſe, or over any Thing that belonged 
them, either their Bodies, or Minds, or 
Eſtates, or Liberties, or any other Thing. 
The Reaſon then I take to be partly this; 
it was their Faith that gave St. Paul any 
Relation to them, it was through him they 
had Beliebed; his Meaning then 


ſeems to be this; © Be not miſtaken, we do 
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not, becauſe you have been brought to the 
Fa! 75 by us, therefore pretend to a Domi- 
nien over vou, Or require you to transfer 
vour Faith Fm Chriſt to us, as their falſe 
Teachers did, who preached not Chriſt, but 
themſelves, and perſuaded. their Admirers 
to call themſelves by their Names. See 
1 Cor. i. 12.” —— © Burt the chief Reaſon 
why the Apoſtle n made that Addition, and 
did not ſtop at du, lat J take to be for 
the ſake of what follows. Having ſaid 
cc many 


F Paraphraſc e and Notes on the EpilUes of St. Paz“. 
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© many ſevere Things in his former Epiſtle, 
* he thought fit in this to change his Style, 
© they being now much reformed, and in 
better Temper ; and therefore being obliged 
ce to touch again upon their late Diſorders, he 
does it with great Lenity, expreſſes the moſt 
affectionate Concern for them, and takes 
every Opportunity to mix Commendations 
« with Reproofs. To this End he adds the Word 
« Faith, that he might take Occaſion from 
e thence to commend them for their Stedfaſt- 
neſs in it; which he does in the End of the 
Verſe, Tj 94p mire fle, for by Faith 
« ye ſtand =.” It mult certainly now appear 
to every unprejudiced Reader, that this Text, 
or Phraſe, is (as Dr. Waterland ſays) of obſcure 
Meaning. Bur as to the latter Part of our Au- 
thor's Report, that © he (Dr. Waterland) pre- 
tends as if he knew not what to make of it”; 
he muſt give me leave to tell him, that Dr.Wa- 
terland pretends no ſuch Thing; and that it is 
not the Doctor's way to pretend or intimate 
any thing, that might look like Diſreſpect for a 
Text of Scripture. So far is the Doctor from 
pretending, as if be knew not what to make of 
it, that he has really made more of it in one 
Period, than this Gentleman has done in a 
Page; and * refers moreover to the learned 
Author, ſome of whoſe Words I have taken 
the Liberty to tranſcribe above. The Doctor 
claims nothing in Oppgfition to St. Paul: He 


Im 


cc 
cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


2 Biſnop Here's Scripture vindicatec, p. 61, 62. 
® Importance, p. 505. 


[ 148 ] 

impoſes nothing, pro libitu; he contends for 
no arbitrary Power of puniſhing others, for 
private Ends and Advantage; but only that 
pious Chriſtians ſhould have Dominion over 
their own Conſciences, and not be forced to join 
in the Communion, and partake in the Sins, 
of Hereticks. This is no more than exer- 
ciſing their Right of private Judgment, while 
joined in Society, and acting as a Society. 
Every Fraternity claims the like Right: And 
this Writer claims as much, or more, to Him- 
elf. As to Church-Cenſures, and the like, 
they cannot be diſclaimed by the Apoſtle in 
this Paſſage; becauſe it is certain he exerciſed 
them himſelf, in excommunicating Hereticks. 
Such Excommunication, therefore, cannot be 
that Dominion, &c. which St. Paul diſclaims; 
unleſs we can ſuppoſe the Apoſtle, inſtead of 
the Heretick, to be ſelfcondemned. But of 
this, ſee Biſhop Hare, in the Piece above re- 
ferred to, particularly Page 63. 
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